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CHAPTER 5 
RESEARCH, PUBLIC INTERPRETATION, AND PEDAGOGICAL 
RESULTS FOR 2003 
 
 
The 2003 Field School was conducted from July 14 through August 8.  The Field 
Director was Kerry Lynch, with Elizabeth Norris overseeing field work and geophysical 
survey and Quentin Lewis overseeing the field laboratory and interpretation center.  
Thirteen students participated in the field school (Appendix F).   
The Research findings of the 2003 Field School significantly altered our 
interpretation of the Homesite.  The Homesite was smaller, the archaeological remains 
greater, and the integrity more substantial than had been expected before this field 
season.  These changes resulted in part from the archaeological field investigations and in 
part from our much more extensive use of the materials available in the Du Bois Papers 
discussed in Chapter 2 above.   
The most important finding was the discovery that our assumption that the 
Burghardt family plot was today’s Homesite was wrong.  As discussed below in the 
section on “Identify the Location of the Barn Footings” the homelot Du Bois received as 
a gift and most likely the homelot of his ancestors was    much smaller than today’s 5-
acre Homesite, more on the order of .3-1 acre.  A related discovery, also in the section 
“Identify the Location of the Barn Footings” is that there is no evidence of a barn. Both 
of these discoveries change some of the hypothetical landscapes offered in (Paynter, et al. 
1994).  The archaeology of the area of the House (“Identify the Integrity of the House 
Area”) found intact surface and subsurface remains undisturbed by pushing the House to 
the back of the lot, a provocative set of artifacts suggestive of a minkisi bundle, and an 
extensive stone deposit suggesting that the footprint of the House Du Bois owned 
beginning in 1928 was not always the footprint of his ancestors’ home.  Finally, work on 
the midden (“Study the Depth and Stratigraphy of the Midden”) projects that 194,000 
artifacts may remain in the House midden yet to shed light on the lives of rural northern 
African American families. 
The Public Interpretation results were also a marked departure from the 1983 and 
1984 field seasons.  In 2003 we actively sought the participation of the local community 
and were fortunate to work with the Rev. Esther Dozier and the congregation of the 
Clinton A.M.E. Zion Church in Great Barrington, and with Ms. Rachel Fletcher, Mr. 
Bernard Drew, Mrs. Elaine Gunn, Mr. Wray Gunn, Ms. Cora Portnoff, and Dr. Frances 
Jones-Sneed, all of whom were bravely raising the profile of much-protested and oft-
maligned W.E.B. Du Bois in the town of his birth.  They welcomed our work and pointed 
us to strategic resources.  And together we have more closely woven the community of 
Great Barrington with the University of Massachusetts to honor Dr. Du Bois.   
The Pedagogical goals were also more than met.  The Field School students were 
exceptional.  Lynch, Norris, and Paynter had all had considerable experience teaching 
field schools and all considered this a terrifically motivated and uncharacteristically 
contientious group, some of whom continued their work on the Homesite after the field 
school and became co-authors on a paper at an Annual Meeting of the Society for 
Historical Archaeology (Paynter, et al. 2005).  Paynter does note that the 2003 and 2004 
students displayed the same devotion to the work at the Homesite, including dedication in 
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the field and lab, and co-authorship of papers at professional meetings (Gumaer, et al. 
1984a; Gumaer, et al. 1984b; Gumaer, et al. 1984c).  There is something about Du Bois 
that brings out the best in students. 
 
RESEARCH RESULTS 
Research Design 
The 2003 field school continued the efforts of the field schools of the 1980s to 
assess the extent and integrity of the archaeological resources of the Homesite.  These 
earlier field schools had investigated the area behind the cellar hole, searching for 
evidence of barns, outbuildings, fencing, pathways, and agricultural land use that might 
reasonably be part of an agricultural landscape, in addition to the remains of the House.  
The 2003 season addressed some lingering questions from the 1980s field schools, but 
most intensively turned its attention to the area of the House.  Four questions framed our 
study of the extent and integrity of the Homesite resource: 
1.  How was the side yard used?  The 1980s work sought outbuildings and 
agricultural use areas.  This year tested the spaces to the side and front of the house 
looking for evidence of activities of household reproduction, such as food processing and 
disposal, heating the house, children’s activities, and formal presentation. 
2.  What is the integrity of the House remains?    The house was virtually untested in 
the 1980s. Testing and mapping the area of the house was designed to better understand 
the history of the House: when it was built, what renovations it has seen, whether its 
destruction destroyed the integrity of the area of its location?  The House was initially 
dated with deeds to the 1820s, but Muller’s dissertation (Muller 2001) suggests an earlier 
1790s date for the house.  In addition, blueprints drawn up by Du Bois in 1928, a 1920s 
photo of the house, and cellar hole itself provided ambiguous suggestions as to the 
undertaking and completion of renovations.   
3.  What was the location of barn footings?  The barn location is sketched in Parrish’s 
(Parrish 1981) Massachusetts Historical Commission site form.  Attempts to more 
precisely locate footings or foundations associated with the barn were inconclusive. 
Better resistivity equipment was used at closer intervals to more firmly locate the barn.  
4.  What was the depth and stratigraphy of the middens?  What had been identified in 
the 1980s work as two surface middens, one of a barn and the other the remains of the 
House, had been primarily investigated by surface collection.  They had yielded 
thousands of artifacts from the surface and clearly would be important for further 
excavations at the House.  The 2003 work aimed to gain a better understanding of the 
stratigraphy of these middens, without which it is difficult to estimate the total number of 
artifacts at the site.  
To address these matters, 11 excavation units were opened during 2003 (Table 1).  
The units were placed to investigate the research problems:  
 
1. Survey and test the Side Yard PI 7: (E28.75N10.5) and PI 12 (E28.75N11) 
2. Identify the integrity of the House area: PI 4 (E54.166N5), PI 6 (E53.666N5), 
PI 10 (E49.22N9), PI 5 (E41.5N7.5), and PI 9 (E40.5N7.5)  
 
3. Identify the location of the barn footings: PI 11 (E34N19.5) 
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4. Study the depth and stratigraphy of Midden A and Midden B: PI 8 (E15N25) 
and PI 3 (E43N63) 
 
5.  Test hypothesis of Plowing North of Midden B and Teach Basic Field 
     Techniques: PI 1 (E43N75) and PI 2 (E60N63) 
 
Figure 1 identifies the location of these key units. Table 1 includes the basic 
characteristics of each unit.  Two- or three-person teams of students were assigned to 
specific units.  They drew profiles of all the walls and plans of each level they excavated 
along with keeping a journal.  The profiles are presented in the following sections where 
each unit is discussed.  Summaries of the excavation of each unit are found in Appendix 
G. 
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LEGEND
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Figure 1 2003 Research Areas and Test Units 
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Coordinates Provenience 
Index 
Area Curatorial Location 
E43N75 PI 1 North of Midden Flat 49 
E60N63 PI 2 North of Midden Flat 49 
E43N63 PI 3 Midden A Flat  42 and Flat 43 
E54.166N5 PI 4 House Eastern Area Flat 47 
E41.5N7.5 PI 5 House Western Area Flat 45 
E53.666N5 PI 6 House Eastern Area Flat 47 
 PI 4&6 House Eastern Area Flat 47 
E28.75N10.5 PI 7 Side Yard Flat 44 
 PI 7&12 Side Yard Flat 44 
E15N25 PI 8 Hump/Barn Footings Flat 49 
E40.5N7.5 PI 9 House Western Area Flat 48 and Flat 49 
E49.22N9 PI 10  House Eastern Area Flat 46 
E34N19.5 PI 11 Hump/Barn Footings Flat 44 
E28.75N11 PI 12 Side Yard Flat 46 
 
Table 1 FS 2003 Excavation Units   
 
Each of the research questions will be taken up in their own section following 
brief introductions to the units of stratification at the site, the artifact assemblage, and the 
results of mapping the site in 2003.  Following the consideration of the research questions 
the results of the public interpretation and pedagogical efforts are presented.  A summary 
of these results was presented at the 2005 Annual Meeting of the Society for Historical 
Archaeology (Paynter, et al. 2005). 
 
UNITS OF STRATIFICATION 
Eighty-one units of stratification were identified during the 2003 field work.  
Intact strata identified in the field were given numbers in the 300s to distinguish them 
from the numbers assigned for the 1983 and 1984 field seasons which range between 0 
and 104.  Some strata had to be defined for purposes of computer processing to handle 
artifacts that fell from unidentified strata while cleaning unit walls or got disassociated 
from their excavation strata during field processing.  These strata are numbered in the 
400s.  Rather than discussing the strata more generally here, they are more fully 
presented with their Harris matrices in the discussions of each of the excavation units 
below. 
 
ARTIFACT SUMMARY 
 
 The 2003 field season produced 15,495 sherds.  Artifacts were processed in a 
field lab set up at the Clinton A.M.E. Zion Church in Great Barrington.  Artifacts were 
identified using a simplified version of the ARDVARC system used by University of 
Massachusetts Archaeological Services, one suitable for working in a field school 
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situation.  A catalog of these artifacts appears in Appendix E.  More detailed 
identifications, vessel reconstructions and crossmending studies were conducted by 
students taking coursework during the fall of 2003 and spring of 2004.  Further studies 
were made by Paynter and Lynch in the fall of 2004.  The results of some of these more 
detailed studies are included in the discussions of the specific research problems below.   
 A number of artifacts, interesting in their own right, were recovered during the 
2003 season.  Three objects found in the builder’s trench fill for the cellar (PI 4 H315) -- 
a juvenile bear’s tooth, an evocative black stone, and a button -- are suggestive evidence 
of a minkisi bundle.  This same stratum also contained the frame for eyeglasses. Surfaces 
under what Du Bois referred to as the Great Room excavated in PI 10 included an 
evocative assemblage of personal items, including a change purse clasp, a bobby pin, a 
glass imitation jewel, serving ceramics, buttons, and  a tin enameled mug.   The 2003 
excavations found 18 buttons, 8 of which came from the personal item assemblages of 
the enigmatic limestone block features in PIs 5 and 9.  Excavation in the middens 
uncovered the remains of a pink skin-toned doll and fragments of shoes.  All these are 
discussed in their contexts at fuller length in the discussions of the artifacts for each PI 
below.   
 
MAPPING THE SITE 
 
 In 2003 we had access to a total station with a laser range pole, instead of the 
transit with verniers and an optical stadia rod used in the 1980s.  We took advantage of 
this instrument to re-shoot a number of features at the site as well as record the locations 
and depths of excavation units from 2003.  These horizontal and vertical readings for 
some 129 points are recorded in a Survey notebook and on the Excel file “FS032 point 
elevations.”  Also in this file are the 99 data points taken in 1983 and 1984 that were used 
to produce the contour map for the site and a comparison of the values from 1980s and 
2003 from the same points.   
 Vertical and horizontal values were recorded in 2003 for excavation units and 
notable surface features.  Four surface features in particular are important for the 
interpretation of the site: the regular pattern of stones that appear to be the remnants of 
footings for the house, the stone that creates walls for the cellar hole, the cellar hole, and 
the slight surface rise known as the Hump.  Figure 2 presents these 2003 surface features 
along with the Middens observed in the 1980s to provide points of reference to the maps 
in previous chapters.  
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Figure 2 Significant Features Mapped in 2003 at the W.E.B. Du Bois Boyhood 
Homesite 
 
Finding the Commemorative Boulder 
 
 During the 1969 Commemoration ceremony a 10-ton boulder was moved onto the 
site with plans to place a plaque commemorating Du Bois on it.  The boulder was seen 
during the 1980s field work but undergrowth had thoroughly obscured its location during 
the intervening years.  Its location was a major concern for the field school and our Great 
Barrington collaborators.  We conducted very thorough walkover surveys and located the 
boulder, a long and rectangular stone on a slight rise about 100’ north and just slightly 
west of the northwest corner of Hitchcock’s property.  Relative to our grid the south side 
of the boulder is located at E65.29N95.46.   
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SURVEY AND TEST THE SIDE YARD 
PI 7 (E28.75N10.5) and PI 12 (E28.75N11) 
 
 The west and east Side yards and the Front yard had not been surveyed with 
geophysical instruments in the 1980s, nor had they been tested with excavation units.  All 
deserved attention.  However, the Front yard was too narrow a strip, constrained by Rt 23 
on the south and the house on the north, to be easily studied. Similarly the East side yard 
is a narrow strip constrained by the Hitchcock property to the east and the chimney fall to 
the west, and covered by very dense vegetation, so it too could not be easily studied.  As 
a result, work in 2003 concentrated on the Side Yard to the west of the House. 
The first step in studying the Side Yard was to conduct a resistivity survey, which 
is more fully described in Appendix A.  Only one anomaly that needed subsurface 
investigation was identified in the area of E28.75 between N10 and N11.  Eventually two 
units, PI 7 (E28.75N10.5) and PI 12 (E28.75N11), were excavated to study this anomaly. 
The investigations began with the .5x.5m PI 7, and when no convincing cause for 
the anomaly was uncovered excavations were expanded to include the adjacent .5x.5m PI 
12.  PI 12 was placed to the north of PI 7 because a trash pit (PI 181 E30N13), observable 
as a surface feature and partially tested in 1984 and described in Chapter 2, lay in that 
direction.  PIs 7 and 12 were studied as one stratigraphic sequence. Profiles for PI 7 and 
PI 12 are presented in Figure 3, the Harris Strata are described in Table 2, and the Harris 
Matrix is in Figure 4.  
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Figure 3 Profile of PIs 7 and 12 Side Yard 
 
 
 
 
    
312
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A in a Fill
Plow Zone
B
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Figure 4 Harris Matrix for PIs 7 and 12 Side Yard 
 
 
The stratigraphic structure of these units is quite straightforward, with an A 
horizon/Plow Zone overlying B and then C horizons.  It did have a quirk.  The uppermost 
two strata (H312 and H323) have the appearance of an organically rich, very deep (50 cm 
bpd) A horizon, that was divided in the field on the basis of soil color, texture, and 
artifact presence into two separate events.  The earliest was the plowing marked by a 
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clear transition between dark brown, silty sand and gravel H323 and the underlying dark 
yellowish brown B (H327).  Sometime after this plowing an even darker brown gravelly 
loam with the majority of the units’ artifacts developed on top of this plowed area. The 
Plow Zone, B, and C horizons are all similar in color and texture to the soils of the 
Halsey series.  There is no apparent cultural feature that explains the resistivity anomaly 
(Table 2). 
 
PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
7 312 Topsoil, A fill  Very dark brown, gravelly loam 
7 323 Buried plow zone Dark brown, silty sand and gravel 
7 327 B horizon Dark yellowish brown, silty sand and gravel 
7 330 Anomaly, natural mottle within B 
zone 
Light yellowish brown, silty sand 
12 342 C zone, glacial outwash Olive, silty coarse sand and gravel 
12 406  Residual artifacts from North Wall Scrapings 
7 421  Residual Artifacts from South Wall Scrapings 
7 & 
12 
422  Residual artifacts from West Wall Scrapings 
7 & 
12 
423  Residual artifacts from East Wall Scrapings 
12 425  Residual artifacts from Wall Scrapings Ex 
Lvls 1 and 2 
 
Table 2 Harris Strata for PIs 7, 12 and 7 & 12 
 
PIs 7 and 12 had a combined 1,492 sherds (Table 3).  Some 97% of the artifacts 
from these units are found in the A/Fill and the Plow Zone (H312 and H323).  (Note that 
H422 and H423 are wall scrapings with a general provenience association of PI 7 & 12 
but no stratigraphic association. As a result they do not figure in the following 
stratigraphic analysis.)  The vast majority of the ceramic sheds are fingernail-sized and 
the glassware sherds are finger-sized or smaller, suggesting a fairly battered assemblage.  
Interesting artifacts in PI 7 include a bullet cartridge (El 2 H312) and a figure-8 piece of 
hardware (El 2 H312).  From PI 12 there is a piece of glass that may be from a pendant 
(EL2 H312) and a dish-shaped 4-hole white glass button.    
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Harris Stratum Counts PI 12 
Counts PI 7 Counts PI 
7 & 12 
Totals 
Percent 
312 470 781  1251 83.85% 
323 27 164  191 12.80% 
327 4 12  16 1.07% 
406  8   8 .54% 
425  12   12 .93% 
421   1  1 .07% 
422    9 9 .8% 
423    4 4 .27% 
Totals 521 958 13 1492 100.33% 
 
Table 3 PIs 7 and 12 Artifact Counts by Harris Stratum 
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Table 4 Counts by Orser Categories for PI 7 & 12 Side Yard A/Fill and Plow Zone 
 
Table 4 uses Orser categories to analyze the two strata with the most artifacts, the 
A /Fill (312) and the Plow Zone (323).  The question during the lab analysis was whether 
we were correct in the field in separating these into two strata into two separate events 
rather than lumping them together in one very deep A/Plow Zone.  The columns contain 
the counts of artifacts by functional categories with percents in the parentheses.  (Note 
that 3 cm of H323 in PI 12 was excavated as part of H312).   
Examining these counts one difference between the strata is quite noticeable.  The 
artifact counts dramatically decrease with depth, as most (90%) are found in the A/Fill 
(H312) rather than in the Plow Zone (H323). Artifact counts also decrease towards the 
north, from PI 7 to PI 12, moving towards the known trash pit at E30N13.   
The structure of the deposits are, however, quite similar.  Household/Structural 
remains dominate the two strata, accounting for 78% of the remains.  Of these, heating 
related artifacts (coal, clinkers) account for 48% of the A/Fill and Plow Zone assemblage.  
Foodways objects (9%) are the third largest component of this assemblage, with the 
serving and storage vessel fragments coming predominantly from the A/Fill.  There are 
only a few bones scattered throughout both the A/Fill and the Plow Zone.  The small size 
of the sherds in the A/Fill and the Plow Zone, the presence of coal stove heating 
byproducts, small and unfittable pieces of serving ware and bottles, and the presence in 
low numbers of small faunal remains is suggestive of a scatter of household trash that 
made its way onto a garden/yard area.   
  H312 
(PI 12) 
 
H312 
(PI 7) 
 
H323 
(PI12) 
 
H323 
(PI 7) 
 
  
Category Sub-Cat     Sub Totals 
Foodways  45 (10%) 62 
(8%) 
2 (7%) 15 
(9%) 
 124 
(9%) 
 Remains 4 4 2 8 18  
 Service 32 29 0 3 64  
 Storage 4 24 0 0 28  
 Unkn 5 5 0 4 14  
HH/Struct  367 
(78%) 
636 
(81%) 
13 
(48%) 
110 
(67%) 
 1126 
(78%) 
 Architect 119 156 2 21 256  
 Heating 248 480 11 89 694  
Natural  3 (.6%) 5 (.6%) 0 0  8 (.6%) 
Personal  2 (.4%) 1 (.1%) 0 1 (.6%)  4 (.3%) 
 Recreatnl 1 1 0 0 1  
 Decrtive 1 0 0 0 1  
 Button 0 0 0 1 1  
 Clothing 0 0 0 1 1  
Work  1(.2%) 0 0 0  1 (.1%) 
 Agric 1 0 0 0 1  
Unkn  52 (11%) 77 
(10%) 
12 
(44%) 
38 
(23%) 
 179 
(12%) 
Totals  470 
(36%) 
781 
(54%) 
27 
(2%) 
164 
(11%) 
 1442 
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Table 5 Orser Analysis for H312 in PIs 7 & 12 
 
 
Table 5 more closely studies the artifact bearing stratum of A/Fill (H312). The 
overwhelming impression is that the material remains are quite evenly distributed 
throughout the 36 cm of H313, suggesting a) a single depositional event of mixed soil 
and artifacts, b) a series of very similar events, such as the repetitive deposition of 
household trash, and/or c) the regular mechanical mixing of a series of depositional 
events, as in the tilling of a garden.    
Sixty-three of the 64 Service sherds were unfittably small ceramic sherds.  Only 3 
of the 64 ceramic sherds clearly came from the Plow Zone horizon, 61 came from the 
overlying A/Fill .  Forty-nine of these 64 sherds are plain whitewares. These plus the 
  H312 
EL 1 
H312 
EL2  
H323 
EL 3 
 
  
Category Sub-Cat    Sub Totals 
Foodways  33  
(9%) 
49 (1%) 25 
(6%) 
 107 
(9%) 
 Remains 0 1 7 8  
 Service 20 27 14 61  
 Storage 10 16 2 28  
 Unkn 3 5 2 10  
HH/Struct  286 
(77%) 
351 
(78%) 
366 
(85%) 
 1003 
(80%) 
 Architect 59 121 95 275  
 Heating 227 230 271 728  
Natural  3 (1%) 1 (.2%) 5 (1%)  9 
(.7%) 
 Fauna 2 1 2 5  
 Flora 1 0 3 4  
Personal  0  2  1 (.2%)  3 (.2%) 
 Recreatnl 0 1 1 2  
 Decrtive 0 1 0 1  
 Button 0 0 0 0  
 Clothing 0 0 0 0  
Work  0 1 (.2%) 0  1 
(.07%) 
 Agric 0 1 0 1  
Unkn  48 
(13%) 
46  
(10%) 
 
34 
(8%) 
128 128 
(10%) 
Totals  370 
(30%) 
450 
(36%) 
431 
(34%)  
 1251 
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decorated whitewares and decorated and undecorated ironstones amounted to 58 of the 
ceramic sherds from these strata.  The two sherds in EL 4 H323 identified as creamware 
are not inconsistent with a late 19
th
 century date or may be from creamware imitation 
vessels dating from the late 19
th
 century (found elsewhere on the Homesite). One of the 
ironstone fragments (EL 1 H312) is a flake from near a rim and has a green floral 
decoration, what Majewski and O’Brien (1987) associate with the 1880+ lighter and 
more decorative version of ironstone.  
 The 23 bottle body sherds are clear glass and appear to be from medicinal bottles.  
The clear glass is characteristic of a date after 1875 (Fike 1987:13); the patent medicine 
appearance is characteristic of the mid to late 19
th
 century until 1920 (Fike 1987:15).  
One bottle fragment (EL 1 H312) is a clear bottle body with a circular plate inscribed 
with an illegible name and the word “Pharmacy.” Another is a brown bottle shoulder.  
Lacking further diagnostic marks, these two sherds can only be dated to the last 1/3 of the 
19
th
 century (Jones and Sullivan 1989).  One other bottle body fragment (EL 2 H312) has 
the letters “Sloan” on it.  It appears to be from an Earl S. Sloan patent medicine bottle.  
The Earl S. Sloan name has a long career on liniments and anti-colic formulas.  The 
liniment has been produced since the mid-19
th
 century up to recent times, as noted by 
Fike (1987: 106, 137, 181, 198).  Sloan also made an anti-colic formula (106).  Sloan was 
living in West Roxbury, MA in 1903 when he organized the Earl S. Sloan Company 
http://freepages.genealogy.rootsweb.com/~fmitchel/sloan/notable.html (accessed 
6/24/05).  This fragment is too small to identify which formula the bottle contained or 
more about the date of manufacture.   
 The nails are cut or wire.  The single pipestem fragment (EL 2 H312) has a bore 
of 4/64 and “YORK” on one side and “NEW” on the other.   
The whiteware and ironstone ceramics, the patent medicine bottles with lettered 
panels, the nails, and the pipestem all suggest a mid-19
th
 to early 20
th
 century date for this 
stratum.  The decoration on some of the ironstone is consistent with late 19
th
 to early 20
th
 
century deposition.  All these observations are consistent with the trash of the A/Fill 
(H312) being deposited during the final two quarters of the 19
th
 century into the early 20
th
 
century.    
In sum, the resistivity anomaly that led us to investigate PIs 7 and 12 had no 
cultural feature that explained the resistivity anomaly.  The most likely explanation of the 
anomaly is a natural feature, the very hard sand mottle (H330) at the base of the B 
horizon in PI 12.  To date, no crossmends have been identified between the artifacts in 
PIs 7 and 12 and the 1930s trashpit at E30N13 (nor given the condition of the PI 7 and 12 
artifacts are any likely) suggesting that the Side Yard A/Fill and Plow Zone are not 
related to the trashpit.   
The lab analyses do not support or refute the field decision to divide the deep A 
Horizon into two separate events.  There was a notable difference between the color, 
texture, and total number of artifacts found in the A/Fill (H312) and the Plow Zone 
(H323).  However, there was no difference in the functional characteristics of these two 
assemblages.  Studying excavation levels of the A/Fill (H312) and the Plow Zone (H232) 
disclose no significant difference in artifact counts.  And the broad date ranges of the 
artifacts did not provide a temporal differentiation of these levels.  Future work in this 
area should keep open the idea that this very deep A Horizon was the result of two very 
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separate events, as interpreted in the field, or the repetition of the same event a number of 
times, as the lab results suggest. 
A two-event scenario begins with the plowing of the area in the early to mid 
1800s, leaving the distinctive plow zone transition between the A and B horizon in H323.  
Unfortunately there are no temporally diagnostic artifacts that date this event.  At a later 
date, certainly after 1860 and more likely in the late 1800s and early 1900s, the area 
received a single or a series of deposits (H312) that led to a very deep contemporary A 
horizon.  This may at first have been just artifact deposits, accounting for the artifacts in 
H323.  More intensive cultivation of the Side Yard, the only part of this very small lot 
that had a southern exposure, might have included the deposition of household trash 
along with organic fertilizer that would have built up the depth of the soil (H312).   Some 
light cultivation (such as hoeing) would have mixed what might have been somewhat 
differentiated deposits into their currently similar functional characteristics in the A/Fill 
(H312).  These latter remains appear to have been deposited sometime after the mid-
1860s, with the ironstone sherd and the Sloan sherd favoring a date closer to the early 
20
th
 century.  But we cannot at this time assign which of the families that lived at the 
Homesite within the broad date ranges of the artifacts, the unidentified residents at the 
Homesite, the probably brief residency of the Nelson Piper family, or the lengthier 
residence of the Lena and Edward M. Wooster family, were responsible for this deposit 
of household trash, heating debris, and garbage. Further research would be needed to 
resolve these issues.  What we do know is that for a period in the mid 19
th
 into the early 
20
th
 century, this part of the Homelot was put into productive cultivation and some 
depositional use. 
  
 
IDENTIFY THE INTEGRITY OF THE HOUSE AREA 
PI 4 (E54.166N5), PI 6 (E53.666N5), PI 10 (E49.22N9), PI 5 (E41.5N7.5), and PI 9 
(E40.5N7.5) 
 
 The House area was virtually untested in the 1980s archaeological work.   The 
superstructure of the House as it existed in 1954 was pushed to the rear of the Homelot 
and burned.  As discussed in the section on “Identify the Locations of the Barn Footings” 
the remains of the House and its contents were the materials recovered in the 1980s 
collections of the middens.  The original House site therefore presented the 
methodological issue of integrity. Visible on the original site of the House in the 1980s 
and in 2003 was a clearly identifiable and largely intact stone-lined cellar hole with a 
toppled chimney and hearth on its eastern side.  There were also the threats to vandalize 
the site associated with the 1969 dedication ceremony and this cellar hole, chimney, and 
hearth were the few visible features of Du Bois’s house.  Did the “pushing” of the House 
or the proposed vandalism disrupt the archaeological integrity of the House’s foundation 
area around the cellar hole, chimney, and hearth and the immediately adjacent yardspace? 
Or, is it possible that the original area of the House foundation is largely intact and might 
contain information about the history of the construction and renovation of the House and 
the use of the House and immediately adjacent yard spaces? 
 We addressed the question of integrity by studying the soils for evidence of 
disturbance, associated with the moving of the House off its footings, and by seeing if 
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key pieces of evidence available from the documents in the Du Bois Papers could be 
related to the evidence from the archaeology.  Three key tasks were to a) identify the 
footings for the 1928 House and see if they more or less matched a footprint for the 
superstructure, b) date the construction of the cellar hole, and c) understand which of the 
renovations recommended known from the documents could be observed in the soils of 
the House.   
Testing Strategy 
 
A key element in evaluating the integrity of the area of the House involved 
playing what was known from the documentary record about the House’s configuration, 
construction, and renovation against the archaeological record.  An important document 
is Du Bois’s recollection of the House and its configuration during his childhood in “The 
House of the Black Burghardts” (Du Bois 1928).  The documents are less clear about the 
construction of the House.  Du Bois in his remembrance implies that his family built the 
House.  The deeds securely situate the Burghardt family on the site in the 1820s, but 
Muller’s deed work (Muller 2001) opens the possibility for an earlier 1790s date for their 
initial residency (see Chapter 3).  At least one period of renovations, Du Bois’s in 1928, 
is  recorded in letters, sketches, blueprints, and bills exchanged between Du Bois, J. 
McA. Vance, a distinguished Berkshire County architect, and Frank Vigezzi, a local 
mason.  The blueprints, sketches, and photographs of the House are discussed in Chapter 
3 and presented in Appendix L.   
Because Du Bois or Vance sketched the House’s floorplan and included 
dimensions for various wall lengths, and because the eastern end chimney called for in 
the renovations was clearly present in 2003, we were able to tie the plans to the ground 
and thereby assess what planned renovations were evident in the archaeological record.  
We were particularly interested in whether any work was done for the planned western 
chimney and whether evidence for use of the rooms as described in “The House of the 
Black Burghardts” could be detected.  We were also curious about the stone-lined cellar 
hole which did not figure in the descriptions of the House or, at least initially, in any of 
the graphics.   We were also were interested to see if the footing stones on the surface 
matched the configuration and lengths from the sketches, the blueprint, or possibly 
neither if the stones had been disturbed when the House was pushed to the back of the 
site.   
 The eastern area around the visible cellar hole was first investigated with a .5x1m 
unit (PI 4 E54.166N5) located just south of the eastern chimney foundation and just 
outside the visible cellar wall, hoping to study the construction of the cellar wall and the 
chimney An additional .5x.5m unit was soon added adjacent to the west to allow for 
uncovering the top of the cellar wall (PI 6 E53.666N5).  Towards the end of the field 
season we had questions generated by these PIs 4 and 6 about the cellar construction 
sequence and available students; so PI 10 (E49.22N9) was opened on the western cellar 
wall, approaching the area of the earlier central chimney foundation.   
We began investigating the western portion of the House with a .5x1m trench 
which was opened in a location that, using measurements from the blueprint, should have 
straddled the renovated western wall of the House between the Living Room and the 
Garage in the location of the western chimney (PI 5 E41.5N7.5).  This was soon followed 
by an additional .5x1m unit to the west (PI 9 E40.5N7.5).  These key features are 
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Figure 5 House Area Features from 2003  
 
 
Mapping the House Footings and the Cellar Hole 
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Figure 5 shows the surface features that were visible in the House area along with the PIs 
used to investigate the area. The surface features include the cellar depression and its 
walls, the chimney base, three smaller and shallower depressions, and the larger stones 
thought to be the House foundation. The House area was cleared of leaf litter which 
disclosed even more stones than those visible at first.  Potential footing stones were 
distinguished from the stones of the soil matrix on the basis of size (the larger ones), 
shape (flat), and angle of repose (level with the ground surface).  These potential footing 
stones and the potential doorstep along with the walls of the cellar hole were mapped 
taking readings with the theodolite and plotting the results on graph paper in the field.  
These data points were recorded in the Excel file “FS032 point elevations.xls.” 
The three depressions found within the western area of the House had been a 
concern since the very first archaeological investigations in the 1980s.  As noted above, 
there had been numerous threats to conduct vandalism at the Homesite as part of the 
reactions to the 1969 dedication ceremony.  In 1983 Paynter asked James Parrish (the 
author of the Massachusetts Historical Commission site form on the site) about these and 
learned that they were dug by the DuBois Memorial Committee to perk test the site.  
They are unfortunate (from an archaeological perspective) but far from disabling impacts.   
On initial inspection in the field, the footing stones and the cellar hole seemed to 
roughly fit the footprint of the House as photographed in 1928.  A very clear north-south 
trending line of stones delineated the west edge of the footings. However some footing 
stones north of the cellar hole were out of order, pushed north of their original position. 
And looked like the front doorstep was pushed to the north what would have been the line 
for the south wall.        
 Information from Vance’s 1928 blueprint and the sketches, when compared in 
the lab to the surface features, support the stones being footings for the House. The 
distances from the sketches and the field measurements are reported in Table 6.  For the 
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southern façade the sketches provide an exterior dimension of 53’8”; the measured 
distance in the field from the SE corner of the cellar hole (Pt # 3 as found in “FS032 point 
elevations.xls” under the heading From DBCheck ) to the southern stone in the line of 
western footings (Pt # 35) is 55’ 1”, a very good fit.  For the eastern gable the sketch 
dimension is 18’6.5”; the field measured distance from the SE corner of the cellar (Pt # 3) 
to the NE corner of the cellar (Pt # 8) is a little short at 14’ 9.6”, a discrepancy of about 
3’9”.  For the western gable there are no dimensions from the sketches; but the sketches 
do provide an exterior dimension for a more eastern wall in the wing of the house of 
16’8”.  This is much shorter than the 24’4” length of the integritous western footing 
stones (Pt # 35 to Pt # 17).  Interestingly, Vance’s measurement from the blueprint rather 
than the sketches provides a distance of 24’, nearly precisely the field measurement of the 
western footing stones. 
 
 
Sketch Southern Façade (App L.C 1) 53’8” 
Field Measurements  Southern Façade  
(Pt # 3 – Pt # 35) 
55’1” 
Sketch Eastern Gable (App L.3 C 1) 18’6.5” 
Field Measurements Eastern Gable  
(Pt # 3 – Pt # 8) 
14’9.6” 
Sketch Western Gable (App L.3 C1) 16’8” 
Field Measurements Western Stones  
(Pt # 35 – Pt # 17) 
24’4” 
Blueprint Western Gable (App L4) 24’ 
Field Measurements Western Stones 
(Pt # 35 – Pt # 17) 
24’4” 
Table 6 Comparison of Sketch and Field Measurements of House 
We also assessed the fit of the stones and the documents by overlaying the 
blueprint on the map locating the footing stones and the cellar hole. Figure 6 is an 
Autocad rendering of the blueprint, the footing stones and the cellar hole (Brad Comeau 
created this map).  In this rendering one of the footing stones noted above as possibly 
having been “pushed” out of position with the destruction of the House in fact fits well as 
a footing for the northeast porch extension planned by Vance.  
Were the north side stones displaced, as initially thought in the field, or as 
suggested in these lab analyses were footing stones a) outside the cellar foundation, and 
b) extended to the north to prepare for Vance’s renovations?  Future work should explore 
these possibilities to account for the discrepancies between the sketches, the blueprint, 
and the field measurements. That these issues can even be raised supports that the area 
around the House has considerable integrity, and was not unduly, if at all, disturbed by 
pushing the House off its footings or by vandalism.   
Some additional observations are possible about the House.  For one, the 
distribution of the stones makes it clear that the House sat on footing stones rather than a 
continuous foundation wall (also visible on the 1928 House photograph).  Mapping the 
blueprint onto the surface makes clear that the cellar was under what Vance planned to be 
a Music Room and Library, and which appeared in his sketches to be a large room with a 
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partition dividing it into its eastern and western halves (Appendix L).   This is likely to be 
what Du Bois, in “The House of the Black Burghardts” (Du Bois 1928), refers to as the 
great room with the fireplace.  Other features mentioned by Du Bois, such as the “flagged 
kitchen half a step below” were not observed and should be sought in future studies. 
   
  
 
 
 
 
 
  Figure 6 Overlaying Vance Blueprint on Surface Features 
In sum, comparing the sketches and Vance’s blueprint to the surface features 
identifies the rough limits of the House area.  Furthermore, the general correspondence of 
the documents and surface features suggests that the House Area has reasonable integrity, 
despite the House having been pushed to the back of the Homesite in 1954.   
 
Eastern Units PI 4 (E54.166N5), PI 6 (E53.666N5), PI 10 (E49.22N9) 
 
 The Eastern units were placed to study the history of the House.  Since we 
initially thought the cellar stones were also footing stones, it was assumed that studying 
them might provide clues to when this portion of the House was built.   
 The cellar hole is approximately 4 by 3.5m (13’ by 12’) and approximately 1.4m 
(4’7”) deep (below ground surface) at its deepest in the center.  The east and west walls 
were most clearly exposed.  Roughly in the center of the east wall is a brick foundation 
for the cement hearth and brick chimney.  Attempts to probe the north and south walls 
disclosed evidence for a continuous placement of limestone blocks on the north wall and 
a gap in the middle of the southern limestone block wall.  Rubble, 3 5-gallon size fuel 
cans, larger pieces of worked wood and scrub brush were in the cellar and were left in 
place when the cellar was filled with sand in 2006 (see  Figure 7 and RP 2003 108-111).   
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Figure 7 Cellar hole looking south to Rt 23 showing gap in the southern wall of 
limestone block, and the fuel cans, wood, and scrub brush in the cellar (9/12/06 
Robert Paynter) 
 
The predominant material lining the cellar wall is roughly dressed limestone 
blocks found on the north, west, south, and parts of the southern half of the east walls.  
The blocks vary in size, approximating .3 x .2x .3m (12”x8”x12”).  The central portion of 
the east wall is taken up by the brick chimney foundation. The northern meter or so of the 
east wall is comprised of some very large cobbles and the relatively thin (.05m or 2”) 
shale-like stones.  The blocks and stones are dry laid; the bricks are laid with a hard 
“Portland” type cement (Figure 8) .  
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Figure 8 Cellar Hole East Wall showing thin stones to the north of brick chimney 
foundation with concrete hearth and limestone blocks to the south (8/26/06 Robert 
Paynter) 
No bricks were broken at the joint with the blocks to the south; broken bricks are 
found where the bricks meet the stones to the north.  The brick foundation partially 
overlies both the stones and the blocks, indicating that the bricks were laid after the 
limestone blocks and the thin shale-like stones had been laid.  That the broken bricks are 
where they meet the northerly stones and the unbroken bricks where they meet the 
southerly blocks indicates that the bricks were laid first in the south progressing towards 
the stones in the north.  The temporal relationship of the limestone blocks and the thin 
shale-like stones could not be resolved with the 2003 fieldwork.  The two different 
materials are suggestive of two separate events.  For instance, the thin shale-like stones 
may have been associated with an earlier, smaller cellar that was replaced by a larger 
limestone-block lined cellar, and the brick chimney foundation followed both of these.  
This hypothetical sequence needs further field evaluation.  
PI 4 (E54.166N5), a .5x1m unit, was excavated to observe the exterior of the 
southeastern corner of the cellar hole.  Its western edge abutted the cellar wall.  In short 
order we discovered that we couldn’t excavate PI 4 without disturbing the soil above the 
cellar wall, so PI 6 (E53.666N5), a .5x.5m unit, was opened just to the west of PI 4 to 
clear this soil.  As a result, PI 6 mostly contains a portion of the eastern cellar wall; these 
blocks were left in situ.  The profiles and Harris matrix for these two units are presented 
together (Figure 9, Figure 10). 
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Figure 9 Profiles of PIs 4 and 6 East Cellar 
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Figure 10 Harris Matrix for PIs 4 and 6 East Cellar 
 
 PI 4 encountered a builder’s trench for the cellar wall (H347) and associated fills 
(H314, H315, H318, and H307) (Table 7).  The trench was dug from a buried A horizon 
(H325) which overlay a B (H329) and a C (H334).  The fills appear to be mixes of these 
naturally occurring soils, the A being a dark brown, sandy silt mottled with dark 
yellowish brown, silty sand, the B a yellowish brown, silty sand and gravel, and the C a 
dark olive grey, coarse sand and gravel.  Though there seems to be considerable mixing 
in the fill soils, they do create the impression of a reversed stratigraphy, with the deeper 
H318 having a mix of the dark brown A and the yellowish brown B, and the higher H315 
and H307 having a mix of the grey C and the yellowish brown B.   
 
 
 
 
PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
4 307 Ground surface, fill. Probably includes some sand 
from winter road maintenance. 
Very dark greyish brown, fine 
sandy silt mottled with yellow 
brown 
6 309 Fill covering exposed cellar hole foundation 
stones 
Very dark brown, fine sandy silt 
4 314 Fill, matrix of the cellar hole foundation stones, at 
the top only. 
Very dark greyish brown, silty 
sand and gravel 
4 315 Fill, covers builder's trench and buried A horizon. 
Origin is unclear, may be from expanding cellar 
hole? 
Dark brown, sand and gravel 
4 318 Fill, covers unit at first, then shrinks to be only 
builder's trench fill. Above buried A horizon 
Dark yellowish brown, sand and 
gravel mottled with yellow brown 
4 324 Feature, foundation Cellar hole foundation stones 
4 325 Buried A horizon Dark brown, sandy silt mottled 
with dark yellowish brown, silty 
sand 
4 328 Redeposited B zone soil mottle within a fill layer Dark yellowish brown, silty sand 
and gravel 
 24 
 
PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
4 329 B2Z1 Yellowish brown, silty sand and 
gravel 
4 334 B2Z2 - or C zone Dark olive grey, coarse sand and 
gravel 
4 347 Builder’s trench cut interface Harris of destruction 
4 409  Surface 
4 410  Residual artifacts from Wall 
Scrapings 
4 411  Residual artifacts from East Wall 
Scrapings 
4 & 6 412  Residual artifacts from WestWall 
Scrapings 
4 & 6 413  Residual artifacts from North Wall 
Scrapings 
4 & 6 415  Residual artifacts from South Wall 
Scrapings 
 
Table 7 Harris Strata for PIs 4, 6 and 4 and 6 
It appears that the soil was removed (leaving the cut of H347) excavating from 
H325.  The cellar stones (H324) were set in place.  The excavation was backfilled with 
H318 which buried the A horizon (H325), with H314 deposited near and among the 
stones at the top.  H315 was spread over H318, followed by H307.  The lack of a 
development of an A horizon in H318, the trench fill, suggests that H315 and H307 
followed fairly soon after the deposit of H318.  Today’s A horizon developed on H307, 
with the development of an A over the cellar stone, H309, having a bit less of the grey C 
color but a similar texture to the A of H307.  Two scenarios might describe the 
relationship of the cellar to the cellar stones.  In one the cellar wall was laid at the same 
time that the cellar was excavated (i.e., H347 is the cut for the cellar hole and there is no 
independent builder’s trench).  In another an unlined cellar was excavated at an earlier 
date and at a later date the builder’s trench was excavated for the placement of the blocks 
for a cellar wall.   
PIs 4 and 6 produced 1,159 artifacts (Table 8).  Most came from the Harris strata 
in PI 4, and from these most of the artifacts come from the builder’s trench fill (H318 
with 213 or 18.38%) and from the fills that overlie the builder’s trench fill (H315 with 
291 or 25.11% and H307 with 399 or 34.43%).  The C horizon produced a surprisingly 
large number of artifacts (H334 with 111 or 9.58%), 104 of which are unidentifiable 
pieces of metal, probably misidentified as being in the C horizon.  The surface of the 
buried A horizon produced surprisingly few artifacts (H325 for 3 or .26%).  Harris strata 
410, 411, 412, 413, are 415 are wall scrapings and only contain 30 sherds (or 2.59%).  PI 
6 has only one Harris stratum, H309, the small A horizon that developed over the cellar 
wall, again having a small number of artifacts (21 or 1.81%).    
As noted above, 3 very evocative objects that might be the remains of a minkisi 
bundle were recovered from Harris 315 (Figure 11).  They came from one of the fills of 
the builder’s trench. One is a metal button embossed with a six-pointed star.  Another is a 
juvenile bear’s tooth.  And the third is a polished stone, that even though probably not 
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worked, looks engagingly like an animal effigy.  We might have disregarded these items 
as pieces randomly thrown together in a fill deposit, but that Jessica Neuwirth visited the 
site and discussed Hoodoo bundles and cosmograms encountered in more integritous 
deposits in Maryland.  Though there is no evidence that Du Bois was a practitioner, other 
residents of the Homesite might have participated in these beliefs and practices, including 
earlier Burghardts.  These might be the remains of such participation, possibly a medicine 
bundle that had been placed in the cellar, or in the crawl space, or in the chimney base, 
only to have it disturbed when the cellar was excavated by people uninitiated in the ways 
of Hoodoo
1
.   
The button, bone, and stone fit very comfortably within descriptions by for 
instance Leone and Fry (2001), of other archaeologically recovered caches of Hoodoo 
related material
2
. Also, there is documentary evidence for the practices of Hoodoo in 
New England
3
, observed by Sheldon (1893) in early 19
th
 century Deerfield and 
summarized in Piersen’s (1988) Black Yankees.   Warren Perry, Janet Woodruff, and 
Jerry Sawyer have been recovering collections of items from the New Salem Plantation 
in New Salem, CT that also are parts of Hoodoo bundles (Woodruff, et al. 2007).  Tess 
Ostrowsky drew the objects in Figure 11. 
 
            
Figure 11 Builder's Trench possible minkisi objects 
Other personal objects found in the fill of the builder’s trench include part of an 
eyeglass frame and eyelets for a shoe or boot.  
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Provenience Index Harris Stratum SumOfCount Percent 
4 307 399 34.43% 
4 314 71 6.13% 
4 315 291 25.11% 
4 318 213 18.38% 
4 325 3 0.26% 
4 328 4 0.35% 
4 329 6 0.52% 
4 334 111 9.58% 
4 409 4 0.35% 
4 410 1 0.09% 
4 411 5 0.43% 
4 & 6 412 7 0.60% 
4 & 6 413 5 0.43% 
4 & 6 415 18 1.55% 
6 309 21 1.81% 
 
Table 8 Counts of Artifacts by Harris Strata for PIs 4 and 6 
The strata of particular interest are the fills of the builder’s trench (H307, H314, 
H315, and H318), and especially the strata producing the potential objects in the Hoodoo 
bundle (H315), and the buried A horizon (H325).  These constitute 84.30% of the PI 4 
and PI 6 assemblage (977 sherds).  We interpret the majority of the artifacts in these fills 
as secondary deposits, the exceptions being the 4 stoneware sherds in H318 under the 
limestone blocks discussed below.  H307 and H315 both have many more artifacts than 
H314 and H318.  The lack of artifacts from the buried A horizon (H325) (with only 3 
recovered) is striking.  Orser analyses are presented in Table 9.   
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  H307 H314 H315 H318 H325  
Category Sub-Cat      Totals 
Foodways  19 
(4.76%) 
3 
(4.23%) 
31 
(10.65%) 
10 
(4.69%) 
 63 
 Remains 4 
(1.00%) 
 14 
(4.81%) 
1 (.47%)   
 Service 11 
(2.76%) 
1 
(1.41%) 
14 
(4.81%) 
3 
(1.41%) 
  
 Storage 4 
(1.00%) 
2 
(2.82%) 
3 
(1.03%) 
6 
(2.82%) 
  
 Unkn       
HH/Struct  351 
(87.97%) 
56 
(78.87%) 
243 
(83.51%) 
126 
(59.15%) 
2 
(66.67%) 
778 
 Architect 138 
(34.59%) 
48 
(67.61%) 
87 
(29.90%) 
81 
(38.03%) 
1 
(33.33%) 
 
 Hardware 1 (.25%)  1 (.34%)  1 
(33.33%) 
 
 Heating 212 
(53.13%) 
8 
(11.27%) 
155 
(53.26%) 
45 
(21.13%) 
  
Natural  2 (.5%) 1 
(1.41%) 
4 
(1.37%) 
  7 
 Fauna 2 (.50%) 1 
(1.41%) 
4 
(1.37%) 
   
Personal  3 (.75%) 1 
(1.41%) 
2 (.69%) 2 (.94%)  8 
 Clothing 1 (.25%) 1 
(1.41%) 
    
 Decrtive 1 (.25%)  1 (.34%) 2 (.94%)   
 Recrtinl 1 (.25%)  1 (.34%)    
Unkn  24 
(6.02%) 
10 
(14.08%) 
11 
(3.78%) 
75 
(35.21%) 
1 
(33.33%) 
121 
 Material 23 
(5.76%) 
10 
(14.08%) 
11 
(3.78%) 
75 
(35.21% 
1 
(33.33%) 
 
 Unknown 1 (.25%)      
Totals  399 71 291 213 3 977 
 
Table 9 Orser Analysis for PIs 4 and 6  
 The artifacts from the 4 fill levels display a wide range of remains, though they 
are overwhelmingly bunched in the Household/Structural category and within that the 
Foodways or Unknown categories to make-up between 59.15% and 87.97% of these 
assemblages.  There are only a handful of Personal objects in each. The major structural 
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distinction is between the fills and the very clean landsurface (H325) on which they were 
deposited, which doesn’t even have a heating byproduct among its few artifacts.   Heating 
byproducts predominate in H307 and H315, whereas architectural byproducts 
predominate in H314 and H318. A breakdown of the Architectural remains is found in 
Table 10.  The fill levels look very similar, with window glass, cut nails, and 
miscellaneous architectural debris making up the major components, all suggestive of a 
construction episode like excavating the cellar and builder’s trench.   In short the major 
difference between these fill levels is the relative presence or absence of heating 
byproducts.  And this difference suggests that the fills are coming from two different 
original deposits, consistent with the idea of a large scale construction project, like the 
excavation of the cellar.   
 
 
  H307 H314 H315 H318  
Sub -
Category 
     Totals 
Architectural       
 Window 
Glass 
62 
(44.93%) 
17 
(35.42%) 
37 
(42.59%) 
19 
(23.46%) 
135 
 Cut Nail 
Fragments 
25 
(18.12%) 
2 (4.17%) 17 
(19.54%) 
4 
(4.94%) 
48 
 Misc 
Arch 
Debris 
15 
(10.87%) 
15 
(31.25%) 
26 
(29.89%) 
49 
(60.49%) 
105 
 Mortar 13 
(9.42%) 
6 (12.5%)  6 
(7.40%) 
25 
 Wire 
Nails 
12 
(8.70%) 
2 
(4.17%) 
2 
(2.30%) 
1 
(1.23%) 
17 
 Brick 11 
(7.97%) 
6 (8.45%) 2 
(2.30%) 
2 
(2.47%) 
21 
 Unid 
Nail 
  2 
(2.30%) 
 2 
 Lghting 
Glass 
  1 
(1.15%) 
 1 
Totals  138 48 87 81 354 
 
Table 10 Architectural Categories of PI 4 and PI 6 
The few temporally diagnostic sherds do not easily differentiate the fills from one 
another.  The ceramics are creamware and pearlware sherds with their late 18th-early 19
th
 
century time ranges and whitewares ranging from 1820 throughout the 19
th
 century.  
These co-occur with coal widely available only after the arrival of the railroad in the 
1840s.  Cut and wire nails are found in all the fills, ranging in date from the 1790s to the 
present; the presence of the wire nails support a later 19
th
 century date (Nelson 1968).  
These observations support the fills being disturbed in the fourth quarter of the 19
th
 
century.     
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 Because H318 extends under the blocks it is most relevant for dating the laying of 
the blocks, with the stoneware sherds in H318 from beneath the cellar wall, in the fill of 
the builder’s trench, being of greatest interest.  Four sherds made up about a fifth of the 
body and base of a buff bodied stoneware jug (c. 7” diameter).  Because of their larger 
size than the other artifacts in H318 and their location under the limestone blocks, these 
are interpreted as primary deposits made during the filling of the builder’s trench and the 
laying of the limestone blocks.   They had an interior and exterior Albany brown slip 
glaze, including the outside of the base.  The body sherds were evenly rippled suggesting 
it was not slip cast or thrown, but more likely molded.  The exterior of the base showed 
narrow and evenly spaced striations, suggesting a similar pattern on the bat.  The vessel 
gives the general appearance of having been mass-produced.  Mass produced undecorated 
stonewares begin about 1875 and exterior Albany slipped stonewares begin c. 1855 and 
extend to 1910 (Elliott 1977:110; Watkins 1950:11).   
 The decorated whiteware sherds and the pearlware sherd in H318 are so small that 
they do not allow for any finer date than post 1780 (Majewski and O'Brien 1987:119-
129; Mullins 1988:31).  No temporally diagnostic features appear on the relatively small 
glass sherds.  The wire nails suggest the trench was dug and refilled after the mid-19
th
 
century, and given their large size, more likely after 1875 (Mullins 1988: 13).  Neither the 
glasses frames nor the shoe leather allowed for a date.  Depending solely on the dates for 
the stoneware and the wire nails, Harris 318 and therefore the wall of limestone blocks in 
the cellar date from after 1875.   
The lack of ironstones in any fills of the builder’s trench fills in conjunction with 
the presence of earlier whiteware and pearlware sherds and the later Albany slip and wire 
nails is a somewhat surprising absence.  It may be that the sample of items is so small 
that ironstones did not appear in our excavations.  And it may be that the stoneware is not 
as securely dated as has been argued.  This question should be kept in mind for future 
research.  At this point the evidence most strongly suggests that the cellar wall was 
constructed after 1875 and before the construction of the east wall brick chimney. 
 
PI 10 was opened after PIs 4 and 6 had been completed and was placed to 
evaluate the building technique for the west wall of the cellar and to catch any evidence 
of the original central chimney.  This .5x1m unit was placed in the northwest corner of 
the cellar, situated so that the cellar wall took up the eastern quarter of the pit.  Figure 12 
shows the profiles for PI 10 and Figure 13 shows the Harris matrix. 
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Figure 12 Profiles of PI 10 
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Figure 13 Harris Matrix for PI 10 
 
 PI 10 did not encounter a builder’s trench for the west side of the limestone block 
cellar wall; rather the blocks were keyed directly into the soil, evidence that they were 
placed after the cellar hole was excavated (H355).  The uppermost strata outside the wall 
appear to be fills rather than normal soil horizons.  H332 is a very dark brown loam and 
H333 is dark yellowish brown sand and gravel (Table 11).  It is possible that these two 
soils, rather than being fills, are what an A and an AB horizon looks like after being 
under a house for 130+ years and when exposed to the environment after the “pushing” 
of the House, begins to develop an A horizon for 50 years.  These overlie H336, a 
yellowish brown silty sand and gravel that does appear to be a B horizon.   
 For the present this report assumes that H332 and H333 are fills deposited on top 
of stripped A and AB horizons.  A Harris of destruction (H356) represents the stripping 
of the natural A and AB horizons prior to the deposition of the fills H332 and H333.It is 
unclear if this stripping and filling happened during site preparation for the original 
construction of the House or during renovations done by Du Bois in 1928.  The artifacts 
are presumed to be primary deposits, falling through the floor boards from the House’s 
inception, or falling into this crawl space during the renovations, or falling out of the 
House when the superstructure was “pushed” off its foundations in 1954. 
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PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
10 332 Surface duff or fill Very dark brown, loam 
10 333 Fill Dark yellowish brown 
sand and gravel 
10 336 B2Z1 Yellowish brown, silty 
sand and gravel 
10 343 C zone, glacial outwash Olive brown, coarse 
sand and gravel 
10 346 B2Z2 Olive, medium sand and 
gravel 
10 355 Cellar hole cut interface with natural strats. Not a builders 
trench cut, foundation stones keyed into natural profile 
and filled between. 
Harris of destruction 
10 356 Scraping off A and AB horizons, possibly in association 
with the construction of the house or house reconstruction 
in 1928. 
Harris of destruction 
10 400  Residual artifacts from 
West Wall Scrapings 
10 401  Residual artifacts from 
North Wall Scrapings 
10 403  Residual artifacts from 
South Wall Scrapings 
 
 
Table 11 Harris Strata for PI 10  
 
Harris Stratum Counts Percent 
332 508 37.60% 
333 625 46.26% 
336 116 8.59% 
343 14 1.04% 
346 0 0.00% 
355 0 0.00% 
356 0 0.00% 
400 56 4.15% 
401 7 0.52% 
403 25 1.85% 
 
Table 12 Artifact Counts and Percentages for Harris Strata in PI 10 
 There were 1,351 sherds recovered from PI 10.  Table 12 presents the counts and 
percentages for each stratum.  The largest number came from the fills (H332 and H333), 
508 and 625 respectively, accounting for 83.86% of the site assemblage.  The B horizons, 
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H336 and H346, accounted for 8.59% and 0% respectively, and the C horizon (H343) a 
negligible 1.04%.  H400, H401, and H403 were all wall scrapings and accounted for 
6.52% of the assemblage.  These latter three strata lack integrity and will be left out of 
the following analyses.  Among the artifacts are a tin-enameled mug, large pieces of 
mortar, the clasp of a change purse, serving ceramics, a bobby pin, buttons, a metal cap 
with 6 piercings on its top, but very few heating byproducts. 
  
   H332 H333 H336 H343  
Category Sub-Cat     Totals 
Foodways  77 
(15.16%) 
33 
(5.28%) 
6 
(5.17%) 
1 
(7.14%) 
117 
 Remains 20 
(3.94%) 
14 
(2.24%) 
4 
(3.45%) 
1 
(7.14%) 
 
 Service 34 
(6.69%) 
16 
(2.56%) 
1 (.86%)   
 Storage 17 
(3.35%) 
3 (.48%)    
 Unkn 6 
(1.18%) 
 1 (.86%)   
HH/Struct  366 
(72.05%) 
473 
(75.68%) 
96 
(82.76%) 
13 
(92.86%) 
948 
 Architect 338 
(66.54%) 
431 
(68.96%) 
87 
(75.00%) 
13 
(92.86%) 
 
 Hardware 5 (.98%)     
 Heating 23 
(4.53%) 
42 
(6.72%) 
9 
(7.76%) 
  
Natural    11 
(9.48%) 
 11 
 Fauna      
 Flora   11 
(9.48%) 
  
Native 
Artifact 
  1 (.16%)   1 
Personal  6 
(1.18%) 
1 (.16%)   7 
 Clothing 3 (.59%)     
 Decrtive 3 (.59%) 1 (.16%)    
 Recrtinl      
Unkn  59 
(11.61%) 
117 
(18.72%) 
3 
(2.59%) 
 179 
 Material 59 
(11.61%) 
116 
(18.56%) 
3 
(2.59%) 
  
 Unknown  1 (.16%)    
Totals  508 625 116 14 1263 
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Table 13 Orser Categories for PI 10 
Household/Structural objects predominate for all the strata (72.05%-92.86%).  
Among the Household/Structural artifacts, for all 4 strata, Architectural remains rather 
than Heating byproducts are the most prevalent.   A closer analysis of the Architectural 
remains discloses a similar pattern to the overall pattern, namely one of similar structural 
characteristics for the fills with a dramatic decline in the number of objects in the B and 
C horizons (see Table 14).  In short these four strata are functionally similar in terms of 
the Household/Structural remains, all looking like the debris from tearing down and 
remodeling a house with plaster walls.  It is surprising that this unit did not contain more 
brick fragments as one would expect when the older central mortared brick chimney were 
torn down.  The unit was only on the very edge of the area of the original brick chimney 
and further excavation to the west should be conducted to better understand the original 
chimney. 
 
 
 
  H332 H333 H336 H343  
Sub 
Category 
     Totals 
Architectural        
 Mortar 194 
(57.40%) 
258 
(59.86%) 
78 
(89.66%) 
12 
(92.31%) 
542 
 Misc 
Arch 
Debris 
75 
(22.19%) 
113 
(26.22%) 
5 
(5.75%) 
1 
(7.69%) 
194 
 Cut Nail 23 
(6.80%) 
19 
(4.41%) 
1 
(1.15%) 
 43 
 Lighting 
Glass 
20 
(5.92%) 
14 
(3.25%) 
1 
(1.15%) 
 35 
 Wire 
Nail 
5 
(1.48%) 
   5 
 Brick 3 (.89%) 12 
(2.78%) 
1 
(1.15%) 
 16 
 Window 
Glass 
17 
(5.03%) 
7 
(1.62%) 
1 
(1.15%)  
 25 
 Modified 
Wood 
 8 
(1.86%) 
  8 
 Nail 
Unkn 
1 (.30%)    1 
Totals  338 431 87 13 869 
 
Table 14 Architectural Remains for PI 10 
Foodways objects are next most frequent category for H332 and would be for 
both H333 and H336 but for the 116 unidentifiable pieces of metal and rock in H333, and 
the 11 seeds in H336 (5.17%-15.16%).  A closer analysis is provided in Table 15.  The 
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general pattern for this unit holds of a similar structure of remains across the two fills 
(H332 and H333) and a striking drop off in remains in the  B and C horizons (H336 and 
H343).  Serving fragments predominate over Storage or Remains, not totally surprising 
since this is the area Du Bois refers to as the Great Room of the House.  Once one takes 
into account the numerous unknown metal sherds in H333 and the seeds in H336, these 4 
strata again look remarkably alike. 
 
   H332 H333 H336 H343 Totals 
Sub 
Category 
       
Foodways         
 Remains Bone 20 
(100%) 
14 
(100%) 
4 
(100%) 
  
Sub-Totals   20 14 4  38 
 Service Ironstone 
Plain 
13 
(38.24%) 
7 
(43.75% 
   
  Ironstone 
Dec 
10 
(29.41%) 
5 
(31.25%) 
   
  Whtware 
Plain 
7 
(20.59%) 
2 
(12.50%) 
 1 
(100%) 
 
  Whtware 
Dec 
2 
(5.88%) 
    
  Tableglass 2 
(5.88%) 
1 
(6.25%) 
1 
(100%) 
  
  Containers 
etc. 
 2 
(12.50%) 
   
Sub-Totals   34 17 1 1 53 
 Storage Bottle 4 
(23.53%) 
3 (100%)    
  Jar 13 
(76.47%) 
    
Sub-Totals    17 3   20 
Totals   71 34 5 1 111 
 
Table 15 Foodways Artifacts for PI 10 
 
Personal items are found only in the 2 fills.  H332 has 3 buttons (.59%) and 3 
personal items (.59%), including the clasp for a change purse and a bobby pin.  H333 has 
an odd miscellaneous item, a mass-produced knob or stopper that has 6, apparently 
unsystematic post-production perforations, and a glass imitation jewel.  H333 also has the 
only obviously Native inspired object on the Homesite, a broken quartzite biface (c. 3 cm 
long by 2 cm at its base). This eclectic collection deserves more attention, individually 
and as a group. 
The two fill levels (H332 and H333) contain the lighter bodied floral decorated 
whitewares and ironstones characteristic of the 4
th
 quarter of the 19
th
 and the early 20
th
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centuries.  The only other temporally diagnostic artifacts in these strata are cut and wire 
nails, also expectable in the late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 centuries. 
The biggest difference between the four strata of PI 10 is the raw numbers of 
objects.  The upper fill (H332) has 508 and the lower fill (H333) has 625.  The B horizon 
has 116 and the C horizon has a mere 14.  Otherwise the structure of the remains looks 
very similar: Household/Structural Architectural objects with large amounts of mortar 
and miscellaneous architectural debris with considerably lesser amounts of nails, lighting 
glass, and brick.  For the Foodways category Service and Remains predominate over 
Storage items.   
Two major events are tracked in PI 10, the stripping and filling that is H332, 
H333, and H356, and the keying of the limestone blocks into the soil.  The temporal 
relationship of these events is not clear.  Did the stripping and deposit of fills precede or 
follow the expansion of the cellar and the laying of the blocks?  For instance, did the 
stripping happen to prepare the ground for the original central chimney, and the cellar 
expansion and the limestone blocks happening at a much later date?   Alternatively, was 
the cellar with its limestone blocks expanded to be followed in 1928 by the stripping of 
the A and AB as part of the destruction of the original chimney and then the fills  (H332 
and H333) being used to smooth over the area of destruction?  These relationships are not 
yet sorted out; excavation directed to the area of the original central chimney could 
clarify this matter.   
 
 
Summary of the Cellar Area under the Eastern Main Block of the House 
 
PIs 4 and 6 and PI 10 tell related but interestingly different stories. PIs 4 and 6 are 
about the cellar: digging a builder’s trench, laying the limestone blocks, and filling the 
trench with re-deposited soil from at least two sources, one with and one without 
significant amounts of heating byproducts.   PI 10 is somewhat about the cellar but 
mostly about the daily use of the House as told by its in situ artifact assemblage of the 
stuff of domestic life and a moment of significant remodeling that deposited mortar and 
building debris in the House’s crawl space.  
PI 10’s odd looking upper soils, be they fills or degraded A and AB horizons, 
nonetheless seem to have an intact record of the daily life happening above, in what Du 
Bois called the Great Room of the House: a change purse, pieces of broken serving 
ceramics, buttons, a mug, a bobby pin, and an oddly pierced container. This assemblage, 
along with the large pieces of mortar, begs for further investigation to the south and west, 
to retrieve more evidence of daily life and to locate the base for the House’s central 
chimney that Du Bois took down.   
The cellar itself is an important feature of the House and the archeology from PIs 
4 and 6, from PI 10, and documentary material from the Du Bois papers provide clues 
about its construction and use.  The materials lining the cellar themselves present an 
interesting problem: the dry-laid thin shale-like stones in the east wall north of the brick 
chimney foundation; the brick chimney foundation set in mortar and capped by a 
concrete hearth and partial brick chimney on the east wall; and dry-laid limestone blocks 
on the southern portion of the east wall, the north wall, the west wall and portions of the 
south wall. How many building episodes are represented by these different cellar 
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materials and who was likely responsible for each?  Further work is needed but a 
preliminary interpretation is possible. 
The documentary record contains correspondence in which Du Bois engages 
people for the construction of the brick chimney and its brick foundation (e.g. Du Bois to 
Wilson 6/18/1928, Du Bois to Vance 7/18/1928, Davis to Du Bois 7/20/1928 ).  There are 
communications between Du Bois and the general contractor, Warren Davis, discussing 
this project and a bill for these construction materials from the mason, Frank Vigezzi.  
Moreover, the pre-renovation 1928 photograph of the House (Appendix L.1) has a central 
chimney, and an early 1930s photo of the House has the chimney on the east end 
chimney (Appendix L.2) called for on Vance’s blueprint (Appendix L.7).  In addition in 
the 1980s Paynter was told by James Parrish that his mother, Mrs. Parrish, recalls that Du 
Bois built the chimney.   
Du Bois also discussed with Davis the possibility of enlarging the cellar (Davis to 
Du Bois 7/20/1928). However, the limestone block cellar is more likely the cellar Du 
Bois was seeking to enlarge, rather than the result of his renovation work. For one, 
amongst the bills for materials for the renovations there is no bill for limestone blocks 
(enclosure accompanying Davis to Du Bois 7/20/1928).  For another, a photograph of Du 
Bois, Nina Gomer Du Bois, James Weldon Johnson and others assembled outside the 
House in 1928 (see Appendix L.4) discloses a hatchway where there is a break in the 
limestone blocks in the south cellar wall.   All this leads us to believe that the laying of 
the limestone blocks preceded Du Bois’s receiving the House in 1928. 
The archaeology and the documents again provide some clues as to when the 
blocks were laid.  The materials in the builder’s trench in PIs 4 and 6 dates to after 1875.  
PI 10 yielded no date for the placement of the blocks on the west wall, but did provide 
evidence of a different construction technique, the use of keying rather than a builder’s 
trench.  The last quarter of the 19
th
 century is a documentary mystery, with a gap in our 
understanding of residence between Othello and Sally Burghardt’s family in 1873 and 
Lena and Edward C. Wooster’s family in 1907. There is only a passing mention of the 
Nelson Pipers.  However, there is a significant jump in the Wooster’s tax assessment of 
$250 from previous assessments in 1911.  Does this reflect improvements they had made 
to the property, including possibly expanding the cellar and lining it with limestone 
blocks?  
Was the cellar enlarged when the blocks were placed?  This is harder to know.  
Arguing in favor of this is the difference in wall material on the east wall, the 
combination of thin stones and blocks.  Both were in place when the brick chimney was 
raised in 1928, capping both of their upper levels.  And one explanation for them is that 
they are associated with two different cellars; the earlier smaller one situated under the 
northeast corner of the House, and the later one an expansion to include the entire eastern 
area of the House.   
A scenario that relates the expansion of the cellar to the placing of the limestone 
blocks makes sense of a perplexing feature of the builder’s trench fills (PIs 4 and 6).  The 
buried soil horizon (H325) from which the builder’s trench was excavated and onto 
which the builder’s trench backfills were deposited was remarkably clean of any artifacts.  
However, the backfills had a large quantity of heating byproducts, architectural debris, 
and the artifacts suggestive of a minkisi bundle.  Furthermore, some of the earliest 
ceramics found on the Homesite, the creamwares and pearlwares in H315, came from 
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backfill. Given the lack of artifacts in the area into which the builder’s trench was dug, 
where did these artifact bearing fills come from?  And a reasonable answer is from the 
crawl space under the eastern area of the House, excavated during the expansion of the 
earlier, smaller, thin stone-lined cellar.   
 In this two-stage cellar scenario, the early forms of the House had a small root 
cellar lined with the thin stones, that was expanded and lined with limestone blocks by 
the Woosters.  The workers expanding the cellar did not recognize the minkisi bundle for 
what it was, and discarded it among other artifact and debri- bearing fills to fill the 
builder’s trench and build up the eastern landsurface around the house. It stands as a 
hypothesis in need of additional evaluation.  And a first step would be to better 
understand the thin stones. For instance, we did not clear the interface between the stones 
on the east wall and the limestone blocks on the north wall, nor did we investigate the soil 
behind the stones.  Such studies would help in identifying if there were two stages to the 
construction of the cellar.   
Clearly the east area of the House deserves more attention.  Testing the east wall 
of the House would be useful to try and date the placement of the limestone blocks and 
the thin stones and clarify the construction sequence for the cellar.  The stratigraphy of 
PIs 4 and 6 is integritous and therefore encouraging for these tests.  Testing the area to 
the west of the cellar is also called for, again to help date the placement of the limestone 
blocks and more importantly to identify the location of the original chimney, a key 
feature in understanding the history of the House. Again, the integrity of the deposits in 
PI 10 are encouraging for recovering useful information from these areas.  
In 2006 as visitorship to the Homesite increased, Paynter and the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission agreed that filling in the cellar hole with a contrasting sand would 
be a wise step in both conserving the resource and allowing safe visitation to the 
Homesite.   The Physical Plant crew of UMass Amherst filled in the cellar under 
Paynter’s watchful eye in September of 2006 with a sterile grey brown mason’s sand that 
contrasts with the building stone, the debris strewn cellar floor, and the Halsey soils (RP 
2003: 108-111) thus allowing for re-excavation and study at a later date. 
 
Western Units PI 5 (E41.5N7.5), and PI 9 (E40.5N7.5) 
 The western units were excavated to help understand the extent of modifications 
completed by Du Bois in 1928 and to gain insight into the historical development of the 
House.  The sketches and Vance’s  blueprint (Appendix L.3 and 4) indicated that a 
fireplace and chimney were to be installed inside the western ell on what was to be a wall 
between a garage and the living room.  However, the 1933 photograph (Appendix L.2) 
that does show the new east wall chimney has no chimney on the west wall.  Would we 
find evidence of some initial preparation for the foundation and hearth for this west wall 
chimney? Alternatively, even if no renovations were completed, we felt that, using the 
1928 photograph (Appendix L.1) as our guide, PIs 5 and 9 would span the two spaces of 
the western ell, namely an eastern shed and a western garage.  These were expected to 
encounter work related materials, the footing for a light non-weight bearing wall 
separating these two spaces, and/or the footing for a small stove whose chimney might 
have been the reason for the a gap seen in the dilapidated roof of the ell in the grainy 
1928 photograph.   
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 Investigating this straightforward problem led us to the most enigmatic units 
encountered during the 2003 field season.  Instead of the footing for a light non-weight 
bearing wall or a chimney foundation, PIs 5 and 9 encountered parts of two substantial 
stone features that extended beyond the horizontal limits of excavation, both overlying a 
deeper pit feature that could only be seen in profile.  At this time there is no strong 
interpretation of any of these features and it is highly recommended that this area be more 
broadly opened up with the aim of understanding them.   
  In more detail, PI 5, a .5x1m trench, initially encountered a relatively 
straightforward sequence of artifact bearing fill horizons deposited on a disturbed B and a 
C horizon.  In the field, these horizons were interpreted as the A and AB horizons being 
stripped in the preparation of the area under the House, leaving the B horizon intact, as 
hypothesized for PI 10.  And as with PI 10’s soils, it may be the case that the upper 
horizons are the original A and AB horizons, degraded by an extended period of time 
underneath the west ell.  Only further work can distinguish which of these two scenarios 
is correct.   
PI 5 was excavated from east to west, and it was in its western wall that we first 
encountered dressed stones (H349) somewhat similar to the stone lining the cellar. These 
stones led to the opening of PI 9, a .5x1m trench adjacent to PI 5’s west wall.  And it 
disclosed a totally different scenario.  The dressed stones were only one stone wide (c. 25 
cms) east to west, continuing an undetermined extent into the northern and southern walls 
of PI 9, creating the impression of a linear feature running north-south.  These overlay a 
second linear feature (H348) of undressed stones running east-west, the full 1 m length of 
PI 9 and continuing into its western wall.  This deeper undressed stone feature was about 
two stones wide (c. 45 cms) nearly filling the center of PI 9 and intersecting parts of its 
northern wall.  None of the stones in either feature were removed.  As a result excavation 
of PI 9 was limited to the 5cms between the north and south walls and the stones of the 
east-west feature and reaching at most a depth of 55 cm.  Because the dressed north-south 
stone feature directly overlay the undressed east-west stone feature, a balk developed the 
width of the north-south tending stones where PI 5 and PI 9 joined.  Figure 14 and Figure 
15 present the profile and Harris matrix for PIs 5 and 9.  Table 16 describes the Harris 
strata for these PIs.  Because the tumbled east-west rock feature in PI 9 filled the center 
of the unit never touching the walls, the north and south profiles of PI 9 do not have this 
all important feature. Figure 16 is a photograph from the northeast showing these two 
units with the dressed stone and pit at their intersection and the tumbled stone feature 
extending throughout the middle of PI 9. 
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Figure 14 Profiles for PIs 5 and 9 
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Figure 15 Harris Matrix for PIs 5 and 9 
 
 
 
PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
5 and 9 308 Sod/forest floor Black, loam 
5 and 9 313 Fill Very dark brown, gravelly 
loam 
5 321 Fill Dark brown, silty sand 
and gravel 
5 and 9 322 Fill Very dark grayish brown, 
silty sand and gravel 
5 and 9 338 B or C zone? Possibly fill due to artifact content, but 
looks like a natural deposit 
Very dark grayish brown, 
sand and gravel 
5 341 C zone, glacial outwash Olive gray, sand and 
gravel 
9 348 Rocks in course, linear feature running east/west Stone Feature running 
east/west 
5 349 Rocks in course, linear feature running north/south. 
Some dressed stones 
Stone Feature running 
north/south 
5 350 Interface of fill (post scraped/graded surface soils) and 
B and C zones 
Harris of destruction 
5 and 9 351 Pit feature fill - matrix for Feature H354 Olive gray, slightly silty 
sand and gravel 
5 and 9 352 Pit feature interface between H351 and H341 Harris of destruction 
5 and 9 354 Post footing? Vertically stacked (from bottom to top) 
limestone chunk, large river cobble and whole brick in 
small pit feature 
Feature 
5 416  Residual artifacts from 
South Wall Scrapings 
5 417  Residual artifacts from 
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PI 
Harris 
Strata 
Interpretations Description 
West Wall Scrapings 
5 418  Residual artifacts from N, 
S & E Wall Scrapings 
5 419  Residual artifacts from 
Wall Scrapings 
5 420  Residual artifacts from W, 
S & E Wall Scrapings 
 
 
Table 16 Harris Strata for PIs 5 and 9 
 
 
Provenience Index Harris Stratum Counts Percent 
5 308 285 22.08% 
5 313 670 51.90% 
5 321 104 8.06% 
5 322 193 14.95% 
5 338 30 2.32% 
5 341 1 0.08% 
5 416 2 0.15% 
5 417 1 0.08% 
5 418 1 0.08% 
5 419 1 0.08% 
5 420 3 0.23% 
Total for PI 5  1291  
9 308 1246 41.97% 
9 313 1388 46.75% 
9 322 307 10.34% 
9 338 28 0.94% 
Total for PI 9  2969  
 
Table 17 Counts and Percentages for the Artifacts from Harris Strata PIs 5 and 9 
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Figure 16 PI 5 on the left and PI 9 on the right looking from the northeast 
(7/24/2003 Rachel Fletcher).  Each unit is .5x1m.  Note the dressed limestone blocks 
where the two units come together and the tumbled undressed stone in PI 9 that 
does not touch the north or south wall. 
 
 PI’s 5 and 9 had 4,260 sherds (1,291 and 2,969, respectively).  The vast majority 
(4,193 or 98.42%) came from the overlying fills (H308, H313, H321, and H322) above 
H350, and of these, the overwhelming majority of artifacts (88.60%) came from the 
upper fills of H308 and H313 (Table 17).   
 The glass sherds from PI 5 are small and provide few diagnostic features to assist 
in dating the strata.  There are no interpretable mold seam marks. There are Mason jar 
glass tops from PI 5 providing a post-1869 (Jones and Sullivan 1989: 166) but no Mason 
jar bodies. PI 9’s glass assemblage is similarly fragmented with few clear chronological 
clues.  It does have Mason jar glass tops and bodies. One sherd has the letters “LIZZ” 
which we have not been able to associate with a manufacturer. In short, the diagnostic 
glass gives a post-1869 date for both PI 5 and 9. 
 The ceramic assemblage is comprised of relatively small sherds.  From PI 5 it 
includes porcelain, whiteware, ironstone, pearlware, creamware, redware, and stoneware.  
The decorated whitewares include transfer prints, but none of the lighter decal 
decorations of the late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 century.  One whiteware sherd in H322 has a 
readable maker’s mark of a crown with “ROYAL” over the crown and “FIRENZE” 
under it with “CHINA” under that.  However, we have not been able to associate a 
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manufacturer with this mark. The pearlware and creamware sherds are very small; larger 
sherds of these wares are needed to be sure these are not whitewards.   Some of the 
stoneware sherds in H308 look very much like those found under the cellar wall in PI 4 
H318, Albany slipped on the inside and outside with regular striations on the base, 
suggesting a late-19
th
 to early 20
th
 century date.   
 PI 9 had a similar range of ceramics, including whitewares, creamwares, 
pearlwares, redwares, ironstones, and porcelains.  The assemblage is fragmented and 
therefore in some instances difficult to make assured identifications, especially for the 
creamware and pearlware.  A large number of the sherds are undecorated redware (289 as 
contrasted to 33 in PI 5). A decorated whiteware sherd from H322 has the same floral 
decal pattern as sherds from  1980s units E13N21 and E14N22, the former of which has a 
maker’s mark for the Trenele Company with a date range of 1909-1942 (Gates and 
Ormerod 1982: 295). The stonewares from H308 look similar to the inside and outside 
Albany slipped sherds under the cellar limestone blocks in PI 5. 
 All fills in both PI 5 and 9 have wire nails, suggesting both are later than the mid 
19
th
 century.   
 The ceramic and glass assemblages are overwhelmingly from the fills that extend 
to about 55cm and overlie the B horizon in PI 5 and the undressed stone in PI 9.  The 
most firmly dateable object, the Trenele company sherd, comes from the deepest of these 
fills, H322, which gives all three fills a TPQ of at least 1909.  This would associate this 
assemblage with the Woosters from about 1907 to the late 1910s. 
  
  
  308 5 308 9 313 5 313 9 321 5 322 5 322 9  
Category Sub-Cat        Totals 
Foodways  41 
(14.39%) 
413 
(33.15%) 
81 
(12.09%) 
164 
(11.82%) 
21 
(20.19%) 
60 
(31.09%) 
33 
(10.75%) 
813 
 Remains 3 
(1.05%) 
22 
(1.77%) 
18 
(2.69%) 
70 
(5.04%) 
7 
(6.73%) 
33 
(17.10%) 
13 
(4.23%) 
 
 Service 9 
(3.16%) 
72 
(5.78%) 
19 
(2.84%) 
16 
(1.15%) 
11 
(10.58%) 
11 
(5.70%) 
8 
(2.61%) 
 
 Storage 11 
(3.86%) 
64 
(5.14%) 
36 
(5.37%) 
50 
(3.60%) 
 15 
(7.77%) 
7 
(2.28%) 
 
 Unkn 18 
(6.32%) 
255 
(20.47%) 
8 
(1.19%) 
28 
(2.02%) 
3 
(2.88%) 
1  
(.52%) 
5 
(1.63%) 
 
HH/Struct  189 
(66.32%) 
339 
(27.21%) 
378 
(56.42%) 
430 
(30.98%) 
53 
(50.96%) 
99 
(51.30%) 
131 
(42.67%) 
1619 
 Architect 144 
(50.53%) 
183 
(14.69%) 
174 
(25.97%) 
293 
(21.11%) 
36 
(34.62%) 
50 
(25.91%) 
79 
(25.73%) 
 
 Hardware 4 
(1.40%) 
16 
(1.28%) 
 15 
(1.08%) 
1 (.96%)  1 (.33%)  
 Heating 41 
(14.39%) 
140 
(11.24%) 
204 
(30.45%) 
122 
(8.79%) 
16 
(15.38%) 
49 
(25.39%) 
51 
(16.61%) 
 
Natural  1 (.35%)  3 (.45%) 2 (.14%) 2 
(1.92%) 
2 
(1.04%) 
 10 
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 Fauna   3 (.45%) 2 (.14%) 1 (.95%) 2 
(1.04%) 
  
 Flora 1 (.35%)    1 (.96%)    
Personal  2 (.70%) 55 
(4.41%) 
7 
(1.04%) 
17 
(1.22%) 
2 
(1.92%) 
2 
(1.04%) 
2  
(.65%) 
87 
 Clothing 1 (.35%) 1 (.08%) 3 (.45%) 1 (.07%)  1 
(.52%) 
  
 Decrtive 1 (.35%) 1 (.08%) 2 (.30%) 2 (.14%)   2 (.65%)  
 Recrtinl   2 (.30%) 6 (.43%) 2 
(1.92%) 
1 
(.52%) 
  
 Shoes  53 
(4.25%) 
 8 (.58%)     
Unkn  51 
(17.89% 
435 
(34.91%) 
199 
(29.70%) 
775 
(55.84%) 
26 
(25.00%) 
30 
(15.54%) 
141 
(45.93% 
1657 
 Flora     5 
(4.81%) 
   
 Material 49 
(17.19%) 
431 
(34.59%) 
198 
(29.55%) 
766 
(55.19%) 
18 
(17.31%) 
28 
(14.51%) 
136 
(44.30%) 
 
 Unknown 2 (.70%) 4 (.32%) 1 (.15%) 9 (.65%) 3 
(2.88%) 
2  
(1.04%) 
5 
(1.63%) 
 
Work  1 (.35%) 4 (.31%) 2 (.30%)     7 
 Agricult’l 1 (.35%) 4 (.32%) 2 (.30%)      
Totals  285 1246 670 1388 104 193 307 4193 
 
 
Table 18 Orser Categories for PIs 5 and 9 Fills 
 
 One question is whether the difference in the absence/presence of the dressed and 
undressed stones between PIs 5 and 9 is paralleled in the artifacts.  In terms of raw 
numbers of artifacts, indeed, PI 5 has only about 40% of the number of artifacts found in 
PI 9. The predominant Orser General category for PI 5 is Household/Structural material 
whereas for PI 9 it is Unknown objects (Table 19).  And even though Foodways is the 
third most common category for both PIs, PI 5 has 16 ceramic sherds and PI 9 has 85 
ceramics (not counting the unidentifiable redware sherds), a difference of about 20%, 
fewer than the proportional difference of about 40% for all the artifacts.  A common 
feature of both PIs is that coal greatly exceeds the number of byproducts of coal burning 
(clinkers and cinders).  Though it is hard to make much of these observations, there are 
differences in the functional character of the artifact assemblages in these two units just 
as there is the difference in the presence or absence of the stone features.  And this said, it 
is far from clear if the artifact differences have anything to do with the undressed stones, 
as the fills overlie them.    
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 PI 5   PI 9  
Orser General Category # of Artifacts Rank  # of 
Artifacts 
Rank 
Foodways 182 3  610 3 
Household/Structural 666 1  900 2 
Unknown 280 2  1351 1 
 
Table 19 Orser General Categories by PI 5 and PI 9 (for Strata H308, H313, H322) 
 
The personal and miscellaneous artifacts from these two units make up a small 
but intriguing assemblage.  PI 5 has a bone handle, a pen tip, a garnet bead, a scrap of 
paper, some ornate unidentified pieces of metal, and a .22 caliber shell.  PI 9 has a small 
piece of pencil lead, a ring, a heavy metal handle, gearing (for a clock?), and an unknown 
chalky substance in a tube (a cosmetic?).  PI 5 has 5 buttons, 3 of corroded metal and 2 of 
wood or bone.  PI 9 has 3 buttons, 2 of corroded metal and 1 of plastic.  All together PI 5 
has 8 of the 18 buttons found on the site in 2003.  In short, this is an interesting though 
enigmatic set of personal objects. 
 Finally, and to further complicate matters, near the end of the field season yet 
another feature was discovered, in the west wall of PI 5, directly beneath the dressed 
stone. This was a pit filled with a brick overlying a river cobble overlying a piece of 
limestone (Figure 14). There were no other artifacts found in the pit.  We were not able to 
reach the bottom of the pit. Only one cut for the pit, H352, could be seen at about the 
mid-point of the west wall profile.  The eastern edge of the pit appears to have been right 
at the division between PI 5 and PI 9, directly under the dressed stone, since no soil 
change was noted while excavating the western edge of PI 5 and careful scrutiny of the 
northern wall of PI 5 also disclosed no cut.  The dressed and undressed stones precluded 
seeing a western edge to the pit in the floor or on the northern wall of PI 9.  Additional 
excavation is needed to understand this feature.  
 
 
 
Summary of Western Ell Area  
Clearly these two .5x1m units were much too small to make sense of these stone 
features.  What seems relatively clear is that a pit was dug into the C horizon (H341) into 
which was placed a piece of limestone, a river cobble, and a brick (H352, H354, and 
H351) in that order.  It was not possible to identify the surface from which this pit was 
dug.  The original A and AB horizons were stripped from both PI 5 and PI 9 leaving a 
stratum of destruction (H350) between the B (H338) and the fill horizons (H313, H321, 
and H322).  The east-west undressed stone feature (H349) generally overlay the B and C 
horizons, but it is impossible to tell at this time if it was placed at the time of the stripping 
of the A and AB horizons, or if the undressed stone feature was placed at a later date.  
The dressed stone north-south feature (H349) directly overlies the undressed stone.  Its 
relationship to the deposit of the fills (H322, H321, H313, and H308) is unclear because 
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so little of the stratigraphy could be observed in these small units.  Both PIs were capped 
by these fills which can be differentiated by soil color and texture, but aside from more 
than twice the number of artifacts being recovered from PI 9 as from PI 5, the overall 
structure and date (to the Wooster’s occupation or later) of their assemblages seem 
identical.  Most perplexing of all is this all occurred in an area that was either prepared 
for a new chimney hearth or is the area under what at most would have been a non-
weight bearing wall in the western ell marking the difference between the garage and the 
shed.   
One hypothesis to explain these odd features is that the fills, though reflecting the 
Wooster’s occupation of the Homesite, were created during the destruction of the House 
in 1954.  Under this hypothesis, further excavation of the area will reveal the dressed and 
undressed stone features and fills of limited and disorganized extent.  An alternative 
hypothesis takes a hint from the changing tax evaluations for the property of James and 
Lucinda Burghardt Freeman that suggests the House was significantly remodeled in the 
mid-1840s.  In this model, the pit and both the undressed and dressed stones were in 
some way related to this earlier use of the Homesite.  A significant remodeling was 
undertaken by the Freeman’s in the mid-1840s, one that created the House as we 
recognize it today.  The late 19
th
-century fills do not have a clear explanation in this 
scenario.   Excavation aimed at delimiting the extent of the dressed and undressed stone 
features, and that clears enough stone to better understand the pit would help resolve 
these matters.  This work could have a significant interpretive impact on the project as 
most of us have projected the House that is visible in the 1928 and 1933 photographs 
back to what the original House looked like. These enigmatic features of the Western Ell, 
though not thoroughly contradicting such a projection, do beg for further attention.  
 
Summary of the House Area 
 The House area had been little studied in the 1983 and 1984 fieldwork, which 
concentrated on understanding the extensive middens at the rear of the Homesite and the 
more general use of the landscape. The history of the decrepit House being “pushed” off 
its foundation to the rear of the lot raised the question of the archaeological integrity of 
the House area and therefore its ability to answers questions about the Burghardt’s use of 
the House and the yardscape.  We investigated two research questions as a means to 
assess the extent and integrity of the resources in this area, namely: what was the date of 
the construction of the House, and what was the history of renovations to the House? 
 The area of the House was surveyed, paying particular attention to the location of 
footing stones.  Autocad allowed us to superimpose blueprints drawn up for Du Bois’s 
remodeling efforts in the early 20
th
 century on these footing stones, which produced a 
good fit, suggesting that the  “pushing” did not severely disturb the area.  And this work 
also uncovered an apparently intact set of footing stones at the western extent of the 
House (the West Ell) that extended more to the north than the footprint for the un-
remodeled House, but a good fit to the blueprints.  It would be interesting to learn more 
about the footings on this west line, especially about their extent and their stratagraphic 
relationship to the rest of the site.  
 The work in 2003 assumed that the cellar stones were the footings for the eastern 
side of the House.  After studying the cellar in 2003 and realizing that its construction 
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occurred after the House had been occupied for more than 40 years, this assumption is no 
longer warranted.  Are there intact eastern footing stones still to be located? 
 Du Bois made reference in his “House of the Black Burghardts” to a flagged 
kitchen floor, and yet no such floor has been identified.  A more systematic search for 
such flooring would help relate Du Bois’s moving description to the actual landscape, 
thereby allowing us to more clearly see how the House stood on the present landscape 
and provide a particularly evocative moment for visitors. 
 The eastern area of the House focused on the construction of the cellar as one of 
the key renovations to the House.  Two different construction techniques (a builder’s 
trench and keying in the blocks) were used in placing the limestone block cellar.  It 
appears to have been a late 19
th
-early 20
th
 century remodeling effort, though the 
placement of the limestone blocks was not firmly dated.  Studying the cellar raised the 
question of the different material used to line the cellar in the northeast.  Was this merely 
a matter of convenience and cost; e.g. a different material was used when the limestone 
block ran out?  Or is this evidence of two separate construction phases?  Investigation of 
the soil behind the thin shale-like stones in the northeast, and a careful study of how these 
stones meet the limestone blocks on the north wall, should prove useful.  The history of 
the cellar would provide insight into the daily practices of food storage and preservation, 
key for understanding the lives of the Burghardts. 
 Equally interesting were the results from studying the western cellar wall.  It did 
identify the keying-in building technique.   More interesting was the significant artifact 
bearing surface to the west of the cellar.  The artifact assemblage, with its bobby pin, 
change purse clasp, service vessel fragments, piece of jewelry, and biface, is an 
apparently intact tracking of some of the daily life activities that happened in the Great 
Room of the House, just above.  As we note, it is possible that the crawl space area was 
also the location of a minkisi bundle.  This would indicate that it is evidence of ritual 
practices, perhaps to protect the residents of the House from forces from the outside 
world, and some of the objects associated with these practices may still exist on this 
surface to the west of the cellar.  The possibility of tracing more aspects of daily life 
argues for further excavation of this space to the west of the cellar. 
 The architectural debris from this area also suggests further excavation would be 
warranted.  Given that a central chimney was taken down in Du Bois’s remodeling work 
in 1928, the mortar found in PI 10 is not surprising.  More surprising is the lack of brick. 
And still there is no clear indication of the location of the hearth.  Again, finding such a 
hearth would provide an evocative moment for visitors who could read in  Du Bois’s 
“House of the Black Burghardts” about the hearth in the Great Room with its iron fire 
tongs Du Bois carried with him around as a reminder of home (Du Bois 1928). 
Finally, the western area of the House was investigated to determine if any of the 
plans for a western chimney were carried out in 1928.  Instead of finding evidence of this, 
we encountered three enigmatic features: (1 )a dressed stone feature trending north-south, 
(2) an undressed stone feature trending east-west, and (3)below these two, a pit feature 
with a piece of limestone, a river cobble, and a brick.  Overlying the undressed stone 
feature and filling the unit to the east are fills with numerous interesting items from the 
late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 centuries, small gears, a pencil lead and pen tip, a ring, a garnet 
jewel, and numerous buttons.  The documentary record has been of no help in 
interpreting these remains.  Are the stones and the fills the result of the destruction of the 
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House in 1954, or are these stones evidence of earlier configurations of the House?  Only 
excavating the area adjacent to these features will allow us to understand their extent.  
The good news is that the integrity of the remains in this area is also high, very 
suggestive that further work will produce insights into the piece of undocumented 
Burghardt history.  
 
 
 
IDENTIFY THE LOCATION OF THE BARN FOOTINGS PI 11 (E34N19.5) 
 
Du Bois recalls that “in my family , I remember farmers, barbers, waiters, cooks, 
housemaids and laborers” (Du Bois 1968: 63), and of his family who lived on the 
Homesite and nearby in the late 18
th
 and early 19
th
 centuries he recalls that they were 
“farmers [who] long earned a comfortable living, consorting usually with each other, but 
also with some of their white neighbors”(63).  With this information from Du Bois and 
barns being common buildings on New England agricultural homelots, we thoroughly 
expected to find a barn on the Homesite.   James Parrish, who produced the 
Massachusetts Historical Commission site form on the Du Bois Homesite,  identified a 
likely location for the barn and was good enough to point this out to Paynter during a 
visit to the Homesite in the early 1980s (Parrish 1981).  There is a slight but noticeable 
rise and then dip to the northwest of the House area.  Parish and Paynter both thought the 
slight rise might have been a footing for a barn or have evidence of footings or a sill 
within it, and the depression might be the crawl space under the barn.  The area was 
mapped, surface collected and studied with.5x.5m test pits by the 1983 and 1984 UMass 
Archaeological Field School (see the discussion in Chapter 2).   Figure 17 displays the 
location of this slight rise that came to be known as  “The Hump” in the 2003 field 
season, the 1984 test units,  and 2003’s PI 8.  
 
1984 E25N22 and 
E25N22.5
1983 Midden A 
Surface 
Collection
1984 
E29.5N23
1984 E34.5N20
PI 11 
E34N19.5
House Features
The Hump
 
Figure 17  Excavation Units from 1984 and 2003 studying the Barn Area 
 50 
 
The slight rise ran some 23m from approximately E22N23 in the northwest to the 
around E44N16 in the southeast (very near the northwest corner of the house).  It varied 
between about 2 and 4.5m in width.  A rectangular area (between the E20 and E30 lines 
and the N18 and N34 lines) that contained the slight rise and the slight depression was the 
locus for the search for evidence of a barn. This area overlapped with Midden A to its 
west (roughly between E11 and E29 and N18 and N29) (see Fig 16 in Chapter 1).   
This locus was presented in a 1994 publication (Paynter, et al. 1994) as the 
remains of a barn.  The reasoning in 1994 was based on noting a gap in the density of 
surface artifacts between a more southerly concentration closer to the cellar hole 
designated Midden A, and a more northerly concentration designated Midden B.  Though 
both middens had architectural remains, foodways items, clothing and personal items, 
and tools, we identified Midden A as a barn (because of the preponderance of tools) and 
the relatively spartan architectural remains that became a storage area/trash midden for 
numerous worn-out household items, like shoes, coal stove refuse, and medicine bottles.  
Midden B was interpreted as the site of the House after it was pushed to the rear of the lot 
in 1954 based on the prevalence of food storage vessels but only very few food remains, 
many fewer pieces of worn-out shoes and tools, and the remains of a decorated interior 
complete with plaster walls, roofing paper, and floor coverings.  Midden A also had 
production date ranges that ended earlier in the 20
th
 century than those for Midden B 
suggesting a different span of use for the two areas.  The paper develops a hypothetical 
scenario in which the people at the Homesite engaged less and less in agricultural work 
as the Burghardt families became enmeshed in the growing service economy of Great 
Barrington in the late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 centuries, with the consequential shift in the use 
of the barn from agricultural production to storage.  It eventually collapsed in the late 19
th
 
early 20
th
 century and fell out of use, even as a midden.  It was later that the more 
decorated House also fell out of use and was pushed to the rear of the site when Du Bois 
sold the property in 1954.   
Despite this interpretation persistent questions surrounded this hypothetical barn.  
For one, the resistivity and magnetometer studies of 1983 and the excavations in 1984 
failed to identify either geophysical signals or soil features that readily related to a 
structure.  In fact, the slight rise proved to be an extremely difficult area from which to 
take resistivity readings.  Moreover, the excavation units soil profiles with deep 
horizions, small artifact assemblages, and no evidence of footings.  And finally, Du Bois 
made no mention of a barn, either when he bought the property or as a reminiscence (Du 
Bois 1928).  Thus a goal of the 2003 work was to re-open the question of Barn Area and 
search for conclusive architectural features.  In short, whether the Homesite had a barn or 
not became an active question for the 2003 season. 
  
Field Strategy and Geophysical Survey 
 
The field strategy in 2003 was to re-survey the Barn Area using a more modern 
resistivity meter and use the location of anomalies to direct the placement of the 
equivalent of a 1x1x1 m unit.  (Magnetometery was ruled out because the expected 
subsurface metal in Midden A was likely to point to misleading locations in the search 
for footings and/or foundations.)  As is discussed in Appendix A on geophysical survey, 
the new machine also had difficulties obtaining readings in the Barn Area and this meant 
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that less area was surveyed than originally proposed.  Instead of the planned transects at 
1m intervals, only three transects with probe spacings at the planned .5m intervals were 
studied with the transects spaced 2m apart (on the E23, E25, and E27 lines from  N13 to 
N30).  The transects did identify a general trend of high resistivity readings on “The 
Hump,” lower readings in the depression and even lower readings just to the north of the 
depression.  The higher resistivity readings for “The Hump” produced the sort of linear 
feature one might associate with a sill or foundation, except that the anomaly was too 
wide and the fact that excavations into this feature in 1984 as well as the attempts to 
place the probes in the ground disclosed a gravelly soil lacking any noticeable features 
that looked like sills (more on this below).   
There was no suggestion in geophysical analysis of any single place within “The 
Hump” to place a unit.  As a result, a .5x.5m unit (PI 11) was placed at E34N19.5 so that 
it would be in the center of “The Hump” and have its northeast corner intersect the 
southwest corner of PI 195 (E34.5N20).  Though it was outside the Barn Area proper, 
this unit would hopefully yield information on “The Hump”--the only feature that 
supported the hypothesis of a barn foundation.  As will be developed below, instead of a 
barn foundation, the features led to a radical reinterpretation of the Barn Area and of the 
Homesite itself.   
 
PI 11 The Hump 
 
PI 11 (E34 N19.5) disclosed a scraped and filled Plow Zone, a pit with its various 
fills, and a B horizon that exhibited the basic colors and textures of the Halsey soil series.  
Viewing the soil stratigraphy was difficult in this small, shaded unit, even with Coleman 
florescent lanterns and the use of a mirror to reflect the natural light.  Figure 18, Figure 
19, Table 20, and Table 21 present the profiles, Harris matrix, Harris descriptions, and 
table of artifact counts for each Harris stratum, respectively.    
The uppermost stratum was a Plow Zone (H331), a dark brown loam fill on top of 
an interface of destruction that had scraped off the previous A horizon (H345).  In 
addition, a pit (H344) intruding into the B horizon (H340) (a dark yellowish brown silty 
sand and gravel) had been truncated by the scraping and filling of the A horizon. The pit 
was filled (H335, 339 and 337) with soil that looked very much like Halsey A and B 
horizon soil.  The pit was not observed in the adjacent 1984 unit (PI 195 E34.5N20). 
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Figure 18 Profiles for PI 11  
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Figure 19 Harris Matrix for PI 11 
 
 
 
Area/Provenience 
Index 
Unit of 
Stratification 
Interpretations Description 
11 331 surface fill dark brown, loam 
11 335 pit feature lens dark yellowish brown, 
silty sand 
11 337 Pit fill yellowish brown, silty 
sand and gravel 
11 339 Anomaly, pit feature lens with 
organic content 
dark brown, silty sand 
and gravel 
11 340 B2Z1 dark yellowish brown, 
silty sand and gravel 
11 344 pit feature interface with B2Z1 Harris of destruction 
11 345 scraping off of the A zone and 
fill deposition interface 
Harris of destruction 
11 404  Residual artifacts from 
North Wall Scrapings 
11 405  Residual artifacts from 
West Wall Scrapings 
11 424  Residual artifacts from 
Wall Scrapings 
 
Table 20 Harris Strata for PI 11 
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Area/Provenience Index Unit of Stratification Counts Percents 
11 331 111 59.04% 
11 335 56 29.79% 
11 337 16 8.51% 
11 339 4 2.13% 
11 340 1 .53% 
Totals  188  
 
Table 21 Harris Strata Counts for PI 11 
 
Table 21 includes artifact counts and percentages for each stratum by Harris 
designation, excluding the artifacts that fell out of the walls during profiling.    The unit 
produced 188 small sherds, more than half of which were unidentifiable metal fragments.  
Unknown Materials, Household/Structural architectural objects, and service vessels made 
up the majority of the artifacts.  The Plow Zone (H331) produced the most artifacts, 111, 
which 79 were unidentifiable metal fragments, but also included cut and wire nails, 
window glass, brick, table glass, 2 whiteware sherds with fine floral decals, and a 
decorative personal item.  The uppermost fill (H335) produced the second largest number 
of artifacts (56, of which 20 were unidentifiable metal fragments) including 
disproportionately fewer tablewares than in the Plow Zone though the undecorated 
whiteware fragments, cut and wire nails, window glass, coal, a button, and a decorative 
personal item was similar to the Plow Zone assemblage.  H337 had only 16 artifacts, 
including non-diagnostic bottle fragments, cut nails, mortar, and coal.  H339 had a piece 
of porcelain, a non-diagnostic bottle fragment, a button and a metal fragment for a total 
of 4 objects.  The B horizon had only a metal fragment.  The wire nails, the coal, and the 
fine floral decal whitewares (Majewski and O'Brien 1987: 146) all support an early 20
th
 
century date for the trash pit. 
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Category Sub-Cat H331 H335 H337 H339 H340  
Foodways  13 
(11.71%) 
3 
(5.36%) 
5 
(31.25%) 
2   
(50.00%) 
 23 
 Remains       
 Service 11 (9.91%) 2 
(3.57%) 
 1 
(25.00%) 
  
 Storage 1 (.90%) 1 
(1.79%) 
5 
(31.25%) 
1 
(25.00%) 
  
 Unkn 1 (.90%)      
HH/Struct  18 
(16.22%) 
18 
(32.14%) 
10 
(62.5%) 
  46 
 Architect 17 
(15.32%) 
17 
(30.36%) 
9 
(56.25%) 
   
 Hardware       
 Heating 1 (.90%) 1 
(1.79%) 
1 
(6.25%) 
   
Natural   1 
(1.80%) 
   1 
 Fauna  1 
(1.79%) 
    
 Flora       
Personal  1 
(.90%) 
2 
(3.57%) 
 1 
(25.00%) 
 4 
 Clothing  1 
(1.79%) 
 1 
(25.00%) 
  
 Decrtive 1 (.90%) 1 
(1.79%) 
    
 Recrtinl       
 Shoes       
Unkn  79 
(71.17%) 
32 
(57.14%) 
1 
(6.25%) 
1 
(25.00%) 
1 
(100.00%) 
114 
 Flora       
 Material 79 
(71.17%) 
31 
(55.36%) 
1 
(6.25%) 
1 
(25.00%) 
1 
(100.00%) 
 
 Unknown  1 
(1.79%) 
    
Totals  111 56 16 4 1 188 
 
Table 22 Orser Categories for PI 11 
 
The volume of artifacts in PI 11 makes a striking contrast to the “Hump” unit 
excavated in 1984 adjacent to PI 11, namely PI 195 (E34.5N20) discussed above in 
Chapter3.  PI 195 had 1 piece of window glass on the surface (collected in 1983), 7 
pieces of degraded rubber found in the duff, and 1 small piece of light green bottle or 
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table glass in the A horizon (in 1984).  Our interpretation is that PI 11 is a trash pit 
whereas PI 195 is outside the pit and is mostly surface trash.   
Other nearby units discussed in Chapter 2 also look like a trash pit.  PIs 177 and 
179 (E25N22 and E25N22.5) had a very odd stratigraphy, with a much deeper A (c. 60 
cms) in PI 177 and a more normal depth for the A of PI 179.  This stratigraphy was an 
open question after the 1984 investigation. Together they have 128 objects (Table 23).   
The sherds are about quarter-size and larger and do not appear to be battered. The 
artifacts are overwhelmingly in the deep A of PI 177 (H4) and the more normal A of PI 
179 (H7). Unknown Foodways (which are overwhelmingly redware sherds) is a leading 
category in both, followed by Service vessel sherds.   Conspicuously absent are nails and 
heating byproducts in the Household/Structural category. There are few dateable artifacts 
though an aqua canning jar piece in the upper levels of PI 179 gives the deposit a post 
1860 date (Jones and Sullivan 1985: 34-35).  The remains look remarkably like those in 
PI 11, in terms of size, condition, and functional characteristics.  In light of the 
interpretation of PI 11, the most reasonable interpretation of PIs 177 and 179 is that they 
are another trashpit from the late 19
th
 early 20
th
 century located along the Hump.   
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  PI 177 PI 
177 
PI 179 PI 
179 
PI 179 PI 
179 
PI 194 
  H4 H5 H7 H8 H9 H10 H19 
Category Sub-Cat        
Foodways  10 
(19.60%) 
 64 
(92.75%) 
 1 
(50.0%) 
3 
(75%) 
10 
(38.46%) 
 Remains        
 Service 3 
(5.88%) 
 8 
(11.59%) 
   4 
(15.38%) 
 Storage 1 
(1.96%) 
 5 
(7.25%) 
   6 
(23.08%) 
 Unkn 6 
(11.76%) 
 51 
(73.91%) 
 1 
(50%) 
3 
(75%) 
 
HH/Struct  1 
(1.96%) 
 1 
(1.45%) 
1   9 
(34.62%) 
 Architect 1 
(1.96%) 
 1 
(1.45%) 
1 
(100%) 
  3 
(11.54%) 
 Hardware       1 
(3.85%) 
 Heating       1 
(3.85%) 
 Lighting       4 
(15.38%) 
Natural  1 
(1.96%) 
     1 
(3.85%) 
 Fauna 1 
(1.96%) 
     1 
(3.85%) 
 Flora        
Personal        3 
(11.54%) 
 Clothing        
 Decrtive        
 Recrtinl        
 Shoes       3 
(11.54%) 
Unkn  39 
(76.47%) 
1 4 
(5.78%) 
 1 
(50.0%) 
1 
(25%) 
3 
(11.54%) 
 Flora        
 Material 39 
(76.47%) 
1 
(100%) 
4 
(5.78%) 
  1 
(25%) 
3 
(11.54%) 
 Unknown     1 
(50%) 
  
Totals  51 1 69 1 2 4 26 
 
Table 23 Orser Categories for PI 177, PI 179, and PI 194 
PI 194 (E29.5N23) was located just to the north of the Hump.  As discussed in 
Chapter 2, its 26 artifacts (Table 23) were found in the A horizon of an undisturbed  .5 x 
.5m unit.  As can be seen from Table 23, the assemblage represents a somewhat wider 
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range of functions, including shoe parts, lighting glass, tumbler sherds, and a piece of 
unburned coal (Appendix D), than the assemblage from PI 177 and PI 179.  However, the 
numbers are very small so this difference may not mean much.  The condition of the 
artifacts are similar (broken but unbattered) to those in PI 11, PIs 177 and 179, and in PI 
194, even though PI 194’s artifacts are a bit larger.  It is difficult to date either of the 
assemblages more precisely than to the second half of the 19
th
 into the 20
th
 century.   
In sum, the units near the Hump produced similar sorts of assemblages, light 
household trash associated with the kitchen, with little evidence of structural debris or 
heating byproducts.  The biggest difference is that PI 11 was certainly a trash pit, PIs 177 
and 179 are likely a trash pit, and PI 194 is a surface deposit, since buried by the 
formation of the A horizon.  Most importantly for the reigning hypothesis, none of these 
units provided evidence of the foundations for a barn.  If not a barn, then why were we 
finding so much trash so relatively close to the House when the Burghardts supposedly 
had 5 acres of which they could strew it?  And this also raised the question of what was 
the Hump if not the foundation for a barn.  Our interest in the landscape was only 
heightened by the increasing lack of fit between our expectations for material evidence of 
a barn, and the uncovered evidence of refuse disposal. 
 
 
Documentary Information on the Size of the Lot and Land Purchases 
 
 Du Bois was also interested in the landscape around the House.  As noted above 
he makes no note of a barn in his “House of the Black Burghardts” (Du Bois 1928), or for 
that matter of refuse disposal. He is interested in the House’s bucolic setting, its trees and 
brook.  And his letters in the Du Bois Papers provide insights into a major concern of his, 
namely the boundaries of his property.  In June of 1928, Du Bois consulted Warren Davis 
about landscaping.  He wanted the trees and bushes attended to--something Davis 
accomplished in August (Davis to Du Bois 8/16/1928).  And he asked Davis to “make an 
arrangement with Mr. Lane, the surveyor, to survey the property next door so as to settle 
the question of the boundaries of my land” (Du Bois to Davis 6/18/1928).  Du Bois was 
clearly concerned about the small size of the property he had been given and in August 
again asked Davis “about additional land.  What I need is to have the line extended 15 
feet from the house east, and north so as to make the north line parallel with the house.  If 
you can get this additional land for $100 or even $150, I should be glad to have it” (Du 
Bois to Davis 8/2/1928).   
 Du Bois’s desire for more land makes little sense in light of the configuration of 
the present Homesite.  As is readily apparent from Figure 2 in Chapter 2, the north 
property line does run roughly parallel to the House’s façade.  However, the present north 
line is a good bit further away than 15’, more on the order of 600’.  But an undated map 
fragment found in the archives on the 1934 Microfilm Reel of the Du Bois Papers (Reel 
43, Frame 565) surprisingly helped resolve this matter.  This fragment is on the stationary 
of F. Mortimer Lane and contains bearings and distances, a deed chain, and a sketch of a 
4-sided polygon that is not the U-shaped configuration of today’s Homelot bounds 
(Appendix J). Du Bois’s letter to Davis about making an arrangement with the surveyor, 
Lane, makes it clear that this is the result of such an arrangement.  But we didn’t know of 
this letter until the fall of 2003, after the field season, and so until then we assumed that 
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the puzzling Lane document was a stray bit of paper that made its way into Du Bois’s 
papers.  (We still do not understand why it is with the 1934 papers rather than the 1928 or 
1929 papers.) 
 The significance of this fragment became increasingly clear as the field work, and 
then the return to the archives, proceeded during 2003. A number of threads became 
involved in our puzzling over the fact that the units in the Hump looked more like trash 
pits and midden debris than like a barn foundation.  Bernard Drew and Rachel Fletcher, 
along with Paynter and Lynch, all wondered about the Lane fragment.  Drew and Paynter 
also began to pursue the idea that the Hump might have been an earlier location of what 
became Rt. 23.  And there was a lingering concern about the property described in the 
first deed that securely associates the Homesite with the Burghardts.  As discussed in 
Chapter 2, the deed of Horace Church to James Freeman describes the transfer of the 
property.  It also is the only deed, until the 1967 deeds in which Bowen sells the land to 
Wilson and Gordon, which provides distances and bearings, and a size for the property.  
However, the size on the 1820 deed was that of 30 perches, or a little less than .2 acre 
(using the conversion of 1 perch = 1/160 of an acre from the Oxford English Dictionary).  
This small size for what is today a 5 acre Homesite had led us to be suspicious about 
either the accuracy of early 19
th
 century surveyors, or our understanding of 19
th
 century 
surveying practices.  As a result we accepted the accuracy of the deed as a statement of 
land transfer, but were reluctant to make any use of the descriptions until we understood 
the discrepancy in size. That understanding was about to come.       
  One rare day during the summer Andrew Mankin and Paynter found themselves 
with some spare time, and on a whim, tried to lay the bearings and directions from the 
Lane document on the ground.  We hypothesized that the origin for these bearings began 
in the southwest corner of the Hitchcock property near to the House foundations.  With a 
compass and tape we made our way first west along Rt. 23, then north into the Homesite.  
When we turned and proceeded to the southwest we were astonished to find that we were 
walking down the Hump.  Our line just barely skirted the House cellar to the north, and 
then turned south to return to our beginning (Figure 20).   
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 Figure 20 2003 Features and Lane Map Boundary 
 
 
 As we stood there and pondered the tape that now bisected the Hump and nearly 
ran into the cellar, disparate pieces of evidence began to fall into place.  The trash pits of 
the Hump, when situated on a property line, seemed quite appropriate on the property 
line.  The property was incredibly small, barely large enough for the House and a kitchen 
garden, and so of course we were not going to find the foundations for a Barn.  And as 
we realized later when we found Du Bois’s letters, moving the north property line 15’ to 
the north, as Du Bois desired, would have resulted in a property line much more parallel 
to the façade of the House.   
 Further work with the documents in 2003 and 2004 confirmed that day’s 
realization that the property owned by the Burghardts was much smaller than the present 
5 acre Boyhood Homesite.  We plotted both the 1820 Church to Freeman distances and 
bearings and the Lane distances and bearings onto Autocad.  They compared quite well, 
producing two similarly shaped 4 sided polygons, with the Lane polygon approximating 
.3 acre.  We more closely studied Du Bois’s notes on the parcel’s deed chain and found 
references to James Freeman’s premises being on a 3/8 of an acre parcel (James Freeman 
to Mary and Sarah Kellogg in 1855 which he cites to Vol. 106 page 259 most likely in 
the Great Barrington Registry of Deeds).  And Drew, Fletcher, and Paynter found 
supposedly long-lost tax records beginning in 1841 in the Great Barrington Town Hall 
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basement to accompany well-known records from later in the 19
th
 century, in which the 
Burghardt property between 1841 until at least 1930 is listed as being between .25 and 1 
acre (see Chapter 3).  
We found more of Du Bois’s letters concerning the size of his property in the Du 
Bois Papers.  Notably, in the fall of 1928 Du Bois inquired again about the land (Du Bois 
to Davis 9/7/1928) and Davis replied that he has negotiated obtaining it from the 
neighbors (who would have been the Bowens) for $100.  Du Bois sent $100 for “the extra 
10 feet of land” on October 19th, 1928.  He asked Davis if the land had been secured on 
December 21, 1928 and  January 26
th
, 1929.  In a letter to Davis in April 6
th
, 1931, it was 
made clear that the $100 was not used to buy this land, but rather used to pay a tax bill 
and for lumber (Du Bois to Davis 4/6/1931).  On March 30
th
, 1931 Du Bois contacted his 
childhood friend (and by then attorney) in Great Barrington, Joseph Frein, asking for 
assistance in purchasing the land.  Du Bois made his disagreement with the survey clear 
to Frein.  “By such surveying as I have been able to get the house stands on the extreme 
corner of the lot.  Of course, I am certain the surveyers (sic) are wrong but any attempt to 
change it would be costly” (Du Bois to Frein 3/30/1931).  Frein let Du Bois know that he 
could not make any headway with the neighbors, but that Davis thought that he could 
(Frien to Du Bois 4/15/1931, 6/4/1931).  There are no responses to inquiries of Davis 
throughout the summer and fall of 1931 (5/21/1931, 6/17/1931, 9/9/1931), though the last 
of these (11/10/1931) makes reference to the land having been purchased.  There is 
nothing in the deed chain that suggests that this is so.  We found no more information in 
the Papers about the purchase of this piece of land; the recent digitization of the Paper 
may produce information that clarifies whether Du Bois did succeed in obtaining an extra 
10-15 feet of land.   
 What are we to make of Du Bois’s claim that the land he recalled from his 
childhood had been encroached upon?  Given the 1820 Church to Freeman deed 
providing a size of a little more than .2 of an acre, and the Lane survey approximating .3 
of an acre, it seems likely that Du Bois had fallen victim to the familiar psychological 
trick of the places of our youth seeming much smaller when they are revisited as an adult.  
However, this may not be all that is at play.  Such an explanation, for instance, requires 
that one consider the Tax record sizes of 1 acre to be rough estimates rather than 
thoughtful calculations.  And the psychological trick argument makes most sense only if 
the 1820 Church to Freeman deed is taken as the first deed for the Freemans and 
Burghardts for this property and hence describes the entirety of the property.     
 As an alternative, consider the affect of Muller’s hypothesis that Jackson 
Burghardt held property on Egremont Plain as early as 1795 on how one evaluates Du 
Bois’s sense of property encroachment.  Jackson Burghardt’s property holdings involved 
as much as 6.5-7 acres (Loomis to Jackson Burghardt 1795 Book 33 Pages 139-140, 
Burghardt to Hudson 1807 Book 45 Page 231) and as little as 1 acre (Burghardt to Root 
1802 Book 40 Page 7) or even .5 acre (Knight to Jackson 1807 Book 43 Page 687-688).  
These deeds, and the others between the Burghardts and their neighbors in the first half of 
the 19
th
 century, with the exception of the 1795 deed, seem more like mortgages than 
transfers.  And moreover, the varying amounts of land in these transfers appear to reflect 
the size of the loan, rather than that the entire property was being put up to secure the 
loan.   In this light the 1820 Church to Freeman deed, instead of being the founding deed 
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for the property, may be one of these “mortgages,” and therefore reflects Freeman paying 
back a loan, on which only a portion of his holdings was at risk. 
 As two final points, note that encroachment, and especially encroachment on the 
land of people of color has been noted, for instance, by McBride (1990) in his study  the 
remarkable shrinkage of the Mashantucket Pequot reservation between the late 17
th
 and 
late 20
th
 centuries.  And recall that the property line we estimated from the Lane 
document yields an extremely small backyard, almost unusable as it approaches the 
House.  Maybe Du Bois is not wrong in claiming that the property he was given was too 
small, and maybe his desire for between 10 and 15 more feet on the north line is not one 
based on a psychological trick but rather on an accurate memory.  He certainly thought so 
to his dying day.  In his posthumously published The Autobiography of W.E.B. Du Bois: 
A Soliloquy on Viewing My Life from the Last Decade of Its First Century (Du Bois 
1968), Du Bois relates: 
 I planned eventually to make [the House] my country home, but the old home was  
dilapidated; the boundaries of the land had been encroached upon by neighbors, 
and the cost of restoration was beyond my means [63] 
And this said, when Du Bois argued for a larger property he never argued for one on the 
scale of today’s Homesite. 
 The deeds lead to a second interesting point about the Burghardts and property.  
These deeds indicate a knowledge amongst the Burghardts that land was a form of capital 
that could be mobilized to obtain money, something they did frequently.  The nature of 
the financial market, especially for land in Great Barrington in the 19
th
 century deserves 
much more attention, and should be the subject of future research.   
 
Searching for the Barn Foundations 
 Of more direct significance for our understanding of the Homesite is the impact 
re-interpreting the Hump as a property line feature, rather than the foundation for a barn, 
has on our understanding of the Homesite. Du Bois’s memory, the archaeology, and the 
documents all clearly point to a Burghardt property from the early 19
th
 century until Du 
Bois’s sale to Bowen in 1954 smaller than today’s 5 acres.  This radically changed our 
interpretation of the Homesite.  We went into the 2003 field season using the hypothetical 
landscapes posited in a 1994 paper by Paynter, Muller, and Hautaniemei (Paynter, et al. 
1994).  The first two of these hypothetical landscapes presented 5 acre parcels shaped by 
changing economic and racialization factors.  The first was an initial Freeman-Burghardt 
landscape between 1820 and 1873 in which largely subsistence farming was carried out 
by men and women engaged in childrearing and their agricultural and gardening labor, 
using the House and its yard along with 4+ acres of tillage, food processing in the barn 
and in the house, possible animal caretaking in the barn, and occasional artisanal work by 
men away from the home and the maintenance of boarders by women within the home.  
The second was a landscape of laboring and service work between 1873 and 1928 
practiced by the Woosters, with men and young women working away from the home as 
farm and domestic labor, childrearing increasingly the work of just wives, the tilled fields 
falling out of production, and an accompanying decline in the use of the barn for anything 
but storage leading to its eventual collapse.   
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Figure 21 Freeman Burghardt Hypothetical Landuse Model and Lane Map 
Boundaries 
 
 These models may describe the work of the Burghardt men and women, but 
clearly do not describe the landscape beyond the immediate House with any accuracy.  
As can be seen in Figure 21 there were no 4+ acres of tillage accompanying what was 
most likely in the 19
th
 century never more than a 1 acre homelot. There was no barn to 
support agricultural production.  An alternative model that is better supported by the 
evidence from 2003 posits an intensive use of the area around the house for a 
food/medicinal garden and childrearing.   
 But how did the Freemans and the Burghardts feed themselves?  Here we suggest 
that emerging from the long-lost Tax Records is a kind of cooperative work between the 
residents of James and Lucinda’s and then Othello and Sally’s households and the 
household of Harlow and Althea Burghardt, just down the road towards South Egremont.  
Harlow and Althea, and then their daughter, Lucinda M. and her husband (Edward M. 
Wooster) and family were taxed on 5-7 acres of land, a house, a barn, and animals from 
1841 into the 20
th
 century (see Chapter 2).  This, however, is a model requiring 
evaluation with a fuller understanding of family dynamics and an investigation of the 
Harlow and Althea Burghardt homelot.  
 In conclusion, the problem of the Hump is a classic case of the scientific method 
wherein small anomalies at first deemed insignificant, can accumulate and prepare one to 
eventually dramatically reinterpret a situation.  It also speaks to the way historical 
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archaeology plays documentary and material data off one another to progressively 
develop more textured understandings of the past.  And, finally, it has led to an awareness 
of the necessary embedding of the Burghardts within a network of kin and neighbors that 
opens up new directions for future research at the Du Bois Homesite and at nearby 
properties.  
 
 
STUDY THE DEPTH AND STRATIGRAPHY OF THE MIDDEN  
PI 8 (E15N25) and PI 3 (E43N63) 
 
More than 12,000 artifact sherds were collected off the surface in 1983 with 
nearly 11,000 coming from features identified as middens. As discussed in the previous 
section, though we initially distinguished two separate middens, after the 2003 field work 
we realize they are both the remains of the House.  We studied the middens to understand 
their depth and composition with a.5x.5m unit in the northern area (Midden A) in 1983 
(E15N23) and a .5x.5m just to the south of Midden B in 1984 (E40N60).  Neither seemed 
an adequate sample of the stratigraphy of the midden, its depth, depositional process, or 
number of artifacts.  We wanted a better sense of the character of the midden, primarily 
to better estimate how many more artifacts are likely to remain at the Homesite, from 
what periods, and in what condition.  As a result, in 2003 we excavated a 1x1m unit, PI 3, 
at E43N63 and a .5x.5m unit, PI 8, at E15N25.  In what follows we study the report on 
the 2003 excavations and combine this information the 1980s results to estimate the 
possible extent of this subsurface resource.  
 
Investigating the Midden   
E15N25  (PI 41 and PI 8) 
 A 1983 surface collection unit, PI 41, was located at E15N25.  In 2003 to better 
understand the stratigraphy of the midden we excavated a portion of this locus with a 
.5x.5m subsurface unit located with its northwest corner at E15N25.  The materials from 
this 2003 subsurface unit were designated PI 8. Figure 22 is the profile for PI 8, Figure 23 
is the Harris matrix, Table 24 describes the Harris strata, and Table 25 provides counts 
and percents for the number of artifacts from each stratum.  Plans were to expand this 
.5x.5m unit to a 1x1 m unit if it seemed interesting, however the sparse number of 
subsurface artifacts and the unremarkable stratigraphy led us to only investigate the 
.5x.5m area.   
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Figure 22 Profiles for PI 8 
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Figure 23 Harris Matrix for PI 8 
 
 
 
Unit of Stratification Interpretations Description 
316 Ground surface, sod dark yellowish brown, loam 
319 plowzone/fill? dark brown, loam 
326 B Horizon dark greyish brown, silty, clay sand and gravel 
 
Table 24 Harris Strata for PI 8 
 
 
Area/Provenience Index Unit of Stratification Counts Percents 
8 316 61 84.72% 
8 319 6 8.33% 
8 326 5 6.94% 
Totals  72  
 
Table 25 Harris Strata Counts for PI 8 
 
     PI 8 had very straightforward stratigraphy and few (72) artifacts.  The majority of 
the artifacts (61 or 85%) were found in the sod (H316; 10YR 3/4).  The underlying very 
similar soil of a plow zone (H319; 10YR 3/3) had only 6 artifacts (8%) and the 
underlying B horizon (H326; 2.5Y 4/2) had the fewest number of artifacts (5 for 7%).  In 
this unit the midden remains were within the top 10 cms, deposited with a minimum of 
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disturbance on a plow zone that had mixed the A and B horizons together.  The artifact 
assemblage is comprised overwhelmingly of decayed and unidentifiable metal (42 for 
68.85%), with service artifacts (table glass and one whiteware sherd), redware sherds, cut 
nails and window glass making up the rest of the assemblage (and Appendices C and E).  
The materials from this sparse assemblage are consistent with a date ranging from the 
1830s until the present. 
    E15N25 (PI 8 and PI 41) was within 2m of a E15N23 which, in 1983, was surface 
collected (PI 39) and excavated with a .5x.5m unit (PI 257). Because these were so close 
and both sampled the artifacts and stratigraphy of the midden, we compared E15N25 with 
E15N23 (see Table 23).   
 The excavation and stratigraphy of E15N23 PI 257 was described in Chapter 2 as 
having been excavated in 5 cm arbitrary levels to a depth of 30 cms and then taken out as 
one level to a depth of 70+ cms (Prunier Notebook 25).  Paynter’s notebook (58) 
indicates that, to a depth of about 26 cm, the soil was a dark brown sandy loam, a 
homogenous plow zone with an abrupt transition to the underlying soil, a gray brown 
sandy loam (to a depth of 76cm) which was similar in color to the grays of the Halsey 
series.  (That this was more similar to the grays of the Halsey series than the browns of 
the Hoosic series is not surprising given this pit’s location near the stream.)  E15N23 had 
835 sherds, many more than the 76 in E15N25.  The artifacts included whitewares, shoes, 
marine shells, glassware, unidentifiable metal fragments, all suggestive of a mid to late 
19
th
 century midden  
 
 
 
 E15N25 E15N23  
  PI 41 PI 8 PI 8 PI 8 PI 39 PI 
257 
PI 
257 
Category Sub-Cat Surface 316 
Sod 
319 
Plow 
Zone 
326 
Sub 
Plow 
Zone 
Surface Sod 
& 
Plow 
Zone 
Sub 
Plow 
Zone 
Foodway
s 
 3 
(75%) 
10 
(16.39%) 
 
2 
(33.34%) 
 41 
(39.81%) 
64 
(12.93) 
 
 Alcohol     4 
(3.88%) 
1 
(.20%) 
 
 
 Preparation     1 
(.97%) 
  
 Remains        
 Service  5 
(8.20%) 
1 
(16.67%) 
 8 
(7.77%) 
38 
(7.68%) 
 
 Storage 3 
(75%) 
 1 
(16.67%) 
 28 
(27.18%) 
24 
(4.85%) 
 
 Unkn  5 
(8.20%) 
   5 
(.10%) 
 
 
HH/Struc   9 
14.75% 
2 
33.34% 
 9 
(8.74%) 
79 
(15.96%
) 
203 
(85.65
%) 
 Architect  5 2  8 54 2 
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(8.20%) (33.34%) (7.77%) (10.91%
) 
 
(.84%) 
 Hardware  2 
(3.28%) 
     
 Heating  2 
(3.28%) 
   22 
(4.44%) 
 
201 
(84.81
%) 
 Lighting      3 
(.61%) 
 
 
 Plumbing     1 
(.97%) 
  
Informtn      1 
(.97%) 
  
 Productin     1 
(.97%) 
  
Natural  1 
(25%) 
   5 
(4.85%) 
24 
(4.85%) 
 
1 
.42% 
 Fauna 1 
(25%) 
   2 
(1.94%) 
24 
(4.85%) 
1 
(.42%) 
 Flora     3 
(2.91%) 
  
Personal      29 
(28.16%) 
24 
(4.85%) 
 
 
 Clothing        
 Decrtive        
 Recrtinl      1  
(.2%) 
 
 
 Shoes     29 
(28.16%) 
23 
(4.65%) 
 
 
Work      1 
(.97%) 
15 
(3.03%) 
 
2 
.84% 
 Domestic      2 
(.40%) 
 
 
 Tool      3 
(.61%) 
 
 
 Misc     1 
(.97%) 
10 
(2.02%) 
 
2 
(.84%) 
Unkn   42 
(68.85%) 
2 
(33.34%) 
5 
(100%) 
17 
(16.50%) 
285 
(57.58%
) 
 
31 
13.08
% 
 Flora        
 Material  42 
(68.85%) 
2 
(33.34%) 
5 
(100%) 
17 
(16.50%) 
285 
(57.58%
) 
31 
(13.08
%) 
 Unknown        
Totals  4 61 6 5 103 495 237 
 
Table 26 Orser Categories for E15N25 (PI 8 and 41) and E15N23 (PI 39 and PI 257) 
 
 The stratigraphy of both these units is very similar, with the overwhelming majority 
of the artifacts within the top 26 cms in soil that is very part of the plow zone.  Below the 
plow zone is sterile B horizon soil featuring the grays of the Halsey series.  No other 
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features were noted in these units.  The structure of the artifact assemblage is also similar, 
with unknown materials being the predominant category.  Important differences are the 
prevalence of heating byproducts, fauna, and shoes in PI 257.  These units suggest a 
shallow (25cm) midden with a fairly simple stratigraphy.  The assemblage is dominated 
by unidentifiable material, and especially metal, followed by Foodways Service objects, 
and Household/Structural remains.  Heating Byproducts, Shoes, and Foodways Remains 
(cataloged in PI 257 as Natural Fauna) are differently distributed in these two units, 
suggesting their differential distribution across the midden.   
  
 
 
PI 3 E43N63 
 We tested the midden at a greater distance from the house foundation in the area we 
initially thought would be the House midden, with a 1x1 m unit (PI 3) located at E43 
N63.  Figure 24 presents the profiles, Figure 25 is the Harris Matrix, and Table 27 
describes the soils of each Harris level.  In 1983 this unit had been surface collected and 
cataloged as PI 147. 
 
 
 
Figure 24 Profile for PI 3 
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Figure 25 Harris Matrix for PI 3 
 
Area/Provenience 
Index 
Unit of 
Stratification 
Interpretations Description 
3 301 Sod/A Horizon very dark brown, loam 
3 310 Midden fill. dark yellowish brown, 
silty sand and gravel 
3 311 Faint plowzone dark yellowish brown, 
silty sand and gravel 
3 317 B2Z1 yellowish brown, silty 
coarse sand and gravel 
3 320 Midden soil horizon, less rusting 
metal inclusions result in different 
hue from H310 
dark brown, loam with 
gravel 
3 353 Pit feature Interface of midden soil 
with B2Z1 and plowzone 
Harris of destruction 
3 408  Lost in Field Lab 
Process, Identified as 
PI 3 
 
Table 27 Harris Strata for PI 3 
 
 
Area/Provenience Index Unit of Stratification Counts Percents 
1983 surface 147 surface 356 6.15% 
2003 PI 3 midden 301 sod 3498 60.39% 
2003 PI 3 midden 310 midden fill 1210 20.89% 
2003 PI 3 midden 320 midden fill 87 1.50% 
2003 PI 3 non-midden 311 plow zone 95 1.64% 
2003 PI 3 non-midden 317 b horizon 61 1.05% 
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Area/Provenience Index Unit of Stratification Counts Percents 
2003 PI 3 lost prov 408 lost prov 485 8.37% 
Totals  5792  
 
Table 28 Harris Strata Counts for PI 3 and PI 147 
 
 
 Cultural remains were densely distributed across the entire unit in the top 4-5 cms of 
sod (H301).  Below that the unit was bifurcated into a plow zone - B horizon devoid of 
artifacts and two strata of relatively densely packed midden deposits.  A crew of 3 
students took about 7 days to complete the excavation. PI 3 produced 5,792 artifacts.  The 
unit was excavated to a depth of 50 cms.  The bifurcation of the stratigraphy is most 
noticeable on the North Wall Profile (Figure 24) The B horizon (H317) was overlain in 
the east half of the unit by a plow zone (H311) over which developed the present-day sod 
of the A horizon (H301).  The west half of the unit has no plow zone; the B horizon is 
overlain by two strata of dense midden deposits (H310 and H320) which underlie the sod.  
An interface of destruction (H353) separates the plow zone (H311) from the midden 
deposits (H310 and H320) and the underlying B (H317).  The plow zone in PI 2 (one of 
the units in the agricultural field discussed in the next section) is about 10 cm thicker than 
the plow zone in PI 3 suggesting that PI 3’s plow zone is truncated as well as cut. The sod 
(H301) was packed with 3,498 artifacts.  The buried midden strata, H310 and H320, had 
1,297 artifacts, of which nearly 1,000 were unidentifiable materials, a significant dropoff 
in artifacts from the number found in the shallow sod horizon.  The plow zone had a mere 
95 artifacts.  The artifacts in the plow zone below the midden deposits are likely due to 
surface scatter found in other plow zones across the site, and to bioturbation, as this unit 
exhibited a dense network of roots and the actions of rodents. 
 
 
  Surf       H301 H310 H320 H311  H317 H408 
Category Sub-Cat  Sod Midden  Midden Plow 
Zone 
B 
Horizon 
Lost 
Proven
ience 
Foodways  231 
(64.89%) 
1417 
(40.51%) 
177 
(14.63%) 
18 
(20.70%) 
33 
(34.74%) 
3 
(4.92%) 
64 
(13.20%) 
 Alcohol        
 Remains  3 
(.09%) 
1 
(.08%) 
    
 Service 124 
(34.83%) 
1224 
(34.99%) 
146 
(12.07%) 
14 
(16.09%) 
30 
(31.58%) 
3 
(4.92%) 
56 
(11.55%) 
 Storage 106 
(29.76%) 
183 
(5.23%) 
30 
(2.48%) 
4 
(4.60%) 
3 
(3.16%) 
 7 
(1.44%) 
 Unkn 1 
(.28%) 
7 
(.20%) 
    1 
(.21%) 
HH/Struct  50 
(14.04%) 
678 
(19.38%) 
47 
(3.88%) 
21 
(24.14%) 
15 
(15.79%) 
21 
(34.43%) 
17 
(3.51%) 
 Architect 13 
(3.65%) 
606 
(17.32%) 
36 
(2.98%) 
4 
(4.60%) 
4 
(4.21%) 
2 
(3.28%) 
6 
(1.24%) 
 Elctricl 3 
(.84%) 
      
 Furnishng       5 
(1.03%) 
 Hardware 1 
(.28%) 
3 
(.09%) 
1 
(.08%) 
   1 
(.21%) 
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 Heating  69 
(1.97%) 
10 
(.83%) 
17 
(19.54%) 
11 
(11.58%) 
19 
(31.15%) 
5 
(1.03%) 
 Lighting 33 
(9.27%) 
      
Natural  1 
(.28%) 
2 
(0.06%) 
2 
(0.17%) 
    
 Fauna  2 
(.06%) 
2 
(.17%) 
    
 Flora 1 
(.28%) 
      
Personal  3 
(.84%) 
30 
(0.86%) 
1 
(0.08%) 
    
 Clothing  2 
(.06%) 
 
     
 Decrtive  11 
(.31%) 
1 
(.08%) 
    
 Recrtinl  2 
(.06%) 
     
 Medicl 1 
(.28%) 
 
      
 Shoes 2 
(.56%) 
15 
(.43%) 
     
Work  1 
(.28%) 
      
 Containr 1 
(.28%) 
      
 Domestic        
 Tool        
 Misc        
Unkn  70 
(19.66%) 
1371 
(39.19%) 
983 
(81.23%) 
48 
(55.17%) 
47 
(49.47%) 
37 
(60.66%) 
404 
(83.30%) 
 Flora  1 
(.03%) 
     
 Material 70 
(19.66%) 
1368 
(39.11%) 
982 
(81.16%) 
48 
(55.17%) 
47 
(49.47%) 
37 
(60.66%) 
403 
(83.09%) 
 Misc   1 
(.08%) 
   1 
(.21%) 
 Unknown  2 
(.06%) 
     
Totals  356 3498 1210 87 95 61 485 
 
Table 29 Orser General and Specific Categories for E43N63 (PI 3 and PI 147) 
 
 The artifact assemblage is presented in Table 29 and Appendices C and E.  Unknown, 
Foodways, and Household/Structural are the most frequent artifacts.  Objects of 
Unknown function but known Material include rusted metal and unidentifiable glass 
fragments.  There are a little less than 2,000 sherds of unidentified metal in the 3 midden 
Harris strata, almost all extremely small and possibly overestimating the number of 
metallic whole artifacts in this unit.  Foodways are comprised mostly of Service (serving 
vessels fragments) and Storage (storage vessel fragments) fragments.  Remains, such as 
bones from meals, are notably absent.  Household/Structural objects are especially 
common in the Surface and the Sod horizon, which is made up of architectural objects, 
especially lighting and window glass.  Surprisingly infrequent were heating related 
objects, coal, cinders, and clinkers.   
 The presence of electrical items, specifically porcelain insulators and lightbulb glass, 
is notable and deserving of more attention.  We had thought that there was no electrical 
service to the House, however, this information and the presence of a utilities pole on the 
property to the southeast of the House might suggest otherwise. Alternatively, these may 
represent post-Du Bois deposits into the yard, not inconsistent with the golf balls found in 
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the property, most likely the result of the neighbor to the northwest who has a small green 
with golf hole and flag near the Homesite. 
 Thirty three vessel lots have been made of 179 ceramic sherds recovered from PI 3, 
including transfer printed and decal decorated whitewares, semi-vitreous creamware 
imitation vessels, and over- and under-glazed porcelains.  The bottle glass includes 
medicine bottles, small containers, and flasks.  The jars include canning jar fragments 
along with metal lids with glass liners.  Lighting glass sherds and pieces of lamp 
chimneys are abundant.  Window glass is also found.  The table glass includes plain 
tumblers and pressed-glass hollow ware vessels.  A fragment of a pink-toned doll and the 
inflation valve for a pump seem related to children’s activities.  The unit also contains 
some shoe pieces, thimbles, decorative finials, and the key and related metal for a 
sardine-like can. 
 The assemblages from all these strata date from no earlier than the second quarter of 
the 19
th
 century into the early 20
th
 century.  The whitewares include blue, purple, and 
dark green color transfer prints usually associated with the light floral decorations of the 
late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 century (Majewski and O’Brien 1987: 146).  The potentially 
earliest vessel displays a “willow” pattern on what may be a pearlware body.  No 
creamwares were found.  The nails include cut and wire nails, evidence of construction 
after the middle of the 19
th
 century.  
 
Observations about the midden from test units 
 In sum, the artifacts and stratigraphy from the surface collections and excavations 
aimed at testing the middens present a fairly straightforward picture.  Most of the artifacts 
in the midden units are within the top 25 cms and seem to come from one depositional 
event.  The artifacts are overwhelmingly from the late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 centuries. 
Absent are earlier artifacts from the 18
th
 and early 19
th
 centuries and more recent artifacts 
from the second quarter of the 20
th
 century to the present. Any noted soil differences 
seem more related to post-depositional soil formation than suggestive of separate 
deposition events. And this material interpretation is consistent with the oral reports that 
the House was pushed off its foundations to the north.  
 There are some classes of artifacts that are differentially distributed across the 
middens which are tabulated in Table 30.  Heating byproducts are much more numerous 
in E15N23 than in nearby E15N25.  E15N23, which is ¼ the size of E43N63, has 170% 
more heating byproducts.  Service Ceramic sherds are very rare in PI 41 and PI 8 (6), 
more common in PI 39 and PI 257 (46), and numerous in PI 147 and PI 3 (1,597) (Table 
30). Such patterning may result from the fact that artifacts would not have been evenly 
distributed throughout the House.  This clustering holds out the possibility that a more 
intensive study of the distribution of materials across the midden might reflect activities 
associated with the various rooms of the House.  Of course, the clustering of artifacts 
may also be due to mechanical effects of pushing the House off its foundation in a series 
of different passes.  Regardless, further study of the distribution of artifacts in the midden 
seems warranted. 
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Location Heating By 
Products  
Service Sherds 
E43N63 (PI 147 and PI 3) 131 1,597 
E15N25 (PI 41 and PI 8) 2 6 
E15N23 (PI 39 and PI 257) 222 46 
 
Table 30 Distribution of Heating Byproducts and Service Ceramics 
 
 These results support the idea that the materials in the midden are overwhelmingly 
those of the Wooster family who lived in the house from about 1905 to about 1915.  
Moreover, the assemblage includes some toys as one would expect from the family of 
young children.  And the lack of material from the second quarter of the 20
th
 century is 
consistent with the interpretations from the documentary evidence that Du Bois did not 
manage to restore the House to a point where he could reside there.  It does add to the 
question based on the documents about why the Woosters left the area, and the question 
of why they seem to have left so much of their daily life behind.  It is suggestive of a 
precipitous departure we would like to better understand.  
 
Planning Future Midden Work Based on the Test Excavations  
 
PI’s 3 and 8 were excavated to get a sense of what might be encountered in 
additional excavation units in the midden.  For purposes of planning future excavations 
we were particularly interested in estimating the subsurface remains from the surface 
remains.  For a first approximation, in this report we compare the number of sherds from 
the surface to the number of sherds from the subsurface for the three midden units with 
surface and subsurface collections – E43N63, E15N25, and E15N23. These have been 
discussed above and are listed below in Table 31 with their associated PIs for the surface 
collection and the subsurface excavation units. The artifact deposits in all three units were 
mostly within the top 25 cm.  All these surface units were 1x1m units.  However the area 
of the subsurface excavations varied, with the excavation unit for E43N63 being a 1x1m 
unit and those for E15N25 and E15N23 were 5x.5m units.  Note that for PI 8 only the 
Harris strata within the midden were used for these estimations. 
We developed a very crude value for estimating the number of subsurface 
artifacts from observed surface artifacts by developing an estimation factor from the 
known subsurface and surface artifacts.  This estimation factor was simply the result of 
dividing the number of subsurface artifacts by the number of surface artifacts for each of 
the three units.  In calculating this value for each of the units we took into account the 
different areas of the excavation units by multiplying the number of subsurface sherds 
from the smaller excavation units (E15N23 and E15 N25) by 4.  The units, the surface 
values, the raw and adjusted subsurface values, and the estimation factors are presented 
in Table 31. 
The value for the estimation factor has a fairly large spread, from a high of 72 for 
E15N25 to a low of 15.27 for the very dense E43N62, with an intermediate value of 
28.43 for E15N23.   The average of these 3 values is 38.57. 
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Location Sub 
 N 
Adjusted 
Subsurface 
N 
Surface 
N  
Factor to 
estimate Sub 
from Surface 
(Sub/Surface) 
E43N63 (PI 3 
and PI 147) 
5,436 
(1x1m) 
 356 
(1x1m) 
15.27 
E15N23 (PI 
39 and PI 257)    
 732 
(.5x.5m) 
x 4=2928 103 
(1x1m) 
28.43 
E15N25 (PI 8 
and PI 41) 
72 
(.5x.5m) 
x 4= 288 4 
(1x1m) 
72 
 
Table 31 SubSurface to Surface Comparison of Total Number of Artifacts 
Rather than pick some value as an ideal estimate of the ratio of Subsurface to 
Surface artifacts, we report the range based on these 3 units, and their average estimation 
factor in Table 32. 
 
 
Location Estimation 
Factor  
 
Estimate of  
Subsurface  
Artifacts 
(Surface N= 
9,696)  
E43N63 (PI 3 
and PI 147) 
15.27 148,058 
E15N23 (PI 
39 and PI 257)    
28.43 275,657 
E15N25 (PI 8 
and PI 41) 
72 698,112 
Average 38.57 373,975 
 
Table 32 Estimates for Number of Artifacts Remaining to be excavated from the 
Midden 
The estimates range from a low of about 150,000 artifacts to a high of nearly 
700,000.  Using the average value the result is nearly 374,000.  In thinking about these 
numbers it should be kept in mind that these are estimates of sherds, rather than whole 
objects.  The ceramic and glass fragments in the middens are generally the larger size 
fragments one gets when a surface has not been continually walked over and the sherds 
pulverized, whereas the thin metal objects have deteriorated into many small sherds.    
Based on such a crude methodology, it would be surprising if any of these 
estimates was close to the actual number of artifacts that remain in the midden.  All the 
same they all suggest a large number of artifacts, in the hundreds of thousands.  This 
estimated scale of recovery argues that future studies of the midden should make use of 
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judicious sampling based on a careful assessment of the patterning and spatial trends 
characterizing the nearly 10,000 artifacts from the surface collection.  And though these 
artifacts pose a preservation and curation challenge, they just as clearly provide a sense of 
the important resource on the daily lives of rural African Americans that remains to be 
tapped at the W.E.B. Du Bois Homesite.   
  
  
Summary 
 The excavation of E43N63 and E15N25 in 2003 and E15N23 in 1983 suggest that 
future excavations in the Midden should anticipate a fairly straightforward stratigraphy 
and a large number of broken, domestic artifacts.  Based on these excavation units, the 
number of artifacts future excavations might encounter ranges from about 150,000 to 
700,000.  Though it is unlikely that any future research design would call for a total 
excavation of the midden, this number is an indication of the extent of this very 
integritous resource and important source of information on the lives of the Burghardts 
that needs protection along with future study at the Homesite.  
 
 
TEST THE HYPOTHESIS OF PLOWING NORTH OF MIDDEN B AND TEACH 
BASIC FIELD TECHNIQUES 
PI 1 (E43N75) and PI 2 (E60N63) 
 
 Two units were excavated to test the proposition developed on the basis of the 
1984 work that the portion of the Homesite north of the area of the House was a plowed 
field/pasture and then abandoned field, and to give students experience excavating 
relatively sterile units before excavating the more rich units of the midden and the House 
area.  In 1984 the area from E29.5 to E45 as far north as N43 was investigated by 12 
units recovering very few, shattered sherds with evidence of light tillage (Chapter 2).  We 
wanted to see if similar evidence came from areas further north.  We were particularly 
interested in the areas north and east of Midden B.  Midden B was created in 1954 when 
the House was pushed to this location.  Midden B extended between E35 to E44 and had 
its northerly limit at N64.  Thus, we investigated this northern area with one unit located 
well to the north of the midden at E43N75 (PI 1) and another unit located well to the east 
and north of the midden at E60N63 (PI 2).  Because a tree was located near the NW 
corner of the PI 2, the NE corner was the location for the unit datum though the unit was 
still named after its northwest corner.  PI2 extended from E60.5 to E60 and from N63 to 
N62.5 (see RP 106 and the first page of the Unit Excavation Form for PI 2). Figure 26 
has the east wall profiles for PI 1 and PI 2, Figure 27 presents the Harris matrices, and 
Table 33 presents the Harris strata for these two units. 
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Figure 26 Profiles for PIs 1 and 2 
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Figure 27 Harris Matrices for PIs 1 and 2 
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Area/Provenience 
Index 
Unit of 
Stratification 
Interpretations Description 
1 306 Anomaly, collapsed rodent or root 
disturbance 
dark olive grey, gravelly silt 
and clay 
1 305 C1Z1, unsorted glacial outwash olive grey, silty sand and 
gravel mottled with very 
dark greyish brown, silty 
clay 
1 304 B2Z1 dark greyish brown, silty 
clay mottled with very 
dark grey silty clay and 
orange brown water table 
swirling 
1 301 Ground surface and plowzone. 
Sod/Top of plowzone with no 
discernable developing A zone 
although pine forest detritis is 
present (duff) 
very dark brown, loam 
2 303 B2Z1 yellowish brown, coarse 
sand and gravel 
2 302 Faint plowzone dark yellowish brown, silty 
sand and gravel 
2 407  Surface 
 
Table 33 Harris Strata for PIs 1 and 2 
 
 PI 1 had remarkably straightforward stratigraphy. The top 30 or so cms of duff 
overlay a very dark brown loam in H301.  The very dark brown loam component was 
uniformly mixed throughout this level and made an abrupt transition to the underlying B 
horizon of H304, the signs of a plow zone.  The olive grey C horizon, H305, underlay 
H304 for most of the unit, except in the northeast where a narrow pie-shaped darker grey 
strata of very mixed texture was evidence for the bioturbation of a root or rodent burrow. 
 
 
 
  PI 1 PI 1  PI 2 PI 2 PI 2 
Category Sub-Cat 301 304  407 301 302 
Foodways        
 Alcohol       
 Remains       
 Service       
 Storage       
 Unkn       
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HH/Struct  7    2 2 
 Architect 3    1 2 
 Elctricl       
 Furnishng       
 Hardware     1  
        
 Heating 4      
 Lighting       
Natural     1   
 Fauna       
 Flora    1   
Personal        
 Clothing       
 Decrtive       
 Recrtinl       
 Medicl       
 Shoes       
Work  57      
 Agriclt 57      
 Containr       
 Domestic       
 Tool       
 Misc       
Unkn  1,333 5   3 1 
 Flora       
 Material 1,333 5   5 1 
 Misc       
 Unknown       
Totals  1397 5  1 5 3 
 
 
Table 34 Orser General and Orser Specific Artifact Counts for PIs 1 and 2 
 The overwhelming majority of the artifacts came from the surface duff and the 
plowzone of H301 with only 5 coming from the B horizon 304.  The total number of 
1,402 artifacts is quite deceptive since this represents 1,338 sherds of fingernail size and 
smaller rusted pieces of metal.  Aside from these sherds that might represent one bucket 
or one piece of roofing, the assemblage is a much more modest 64 sherds.  Of these 
remaining sherds 57 are pieces of wire fencing, including some barbs.  There are 4 very 
small pieces of charcoal, 1 fingernail-sized piece of roofing slate, 1 fingernail-sized piece 
of window glass, and a rusted cut nail.   
 The longest wire fragment is just under 2” in length with the rest being smaller 
Three fragments contain corroded barbs.  The 2” fragment may be 2 strand barb wire 
with 2 distinct barbs or it may be a single strand with 4 barbs.  The two other fragments 
of the barbs are too corroded to describe the number of the barbs, the number of the 
strands, or how the barbs are attached to the strands.  The best that can be said is that they 
are consistent in size and shape with the 2 strand 2 barb fragment if it were more severely 
corroded.  Barb wire of the style in the 2” fragment has patents beginning in 1874, and 
comes in many variations; this fragment is too small to make an identification beyond 
noting its similarity to the Glidden Round Strand, patented 1876 and  the  Ross Four 
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Point patented in 1879  (http://www.barbwiremuseum.com/barbedwireimages.htm, 
http://www.nps.gov/home/planyourvisit/upload/Barbed%20Wire%20Brochure,%20final.
pdf).  The cut nail has a tpq of 1805. 
 The stratigraphy of PI1 has the expected plowzone supporting the idea that north 
of the House was a plowed field and pasture.  The fragments of charcoal, roofing 
material, window glass, and a nail could be trash deposited along with manure. The metal 
wire is expectable on a farm.  The large number of small metal fragments is also not 
surprising in association with 4
th
 quarter 19
th
 century barbed wire, and could be from tin 
cans, buckets, roofing material or any of the other many objects from the late 19
th
 century 
made of metal.  More surprising is the location of this amount of wire and metal debris in 
the middle of a field.  The vast majority of the sherds, 1,347, come from the surface and 
the top 10 cms, including the window glass, but not the nail which came from between 20 
and 30cms. It is possible that some relatively recent trash, unrelated to the period of 
plowing or even the pushing of the House to the back of the Homelot, was dumped in this 
location. 
 PI 2 had similarly straightforward stratigraphy.  The uppermost horizon is the 
very dark brown loam of H301 found in PI 1.  PI 2’s H301 was about 10 cm deep, 
shallower than what was observed in PI 1.  Underlying H301 was the dark yellowish 
brown  silty sand to gravel of H302.  The transition between H302 and the underlying B 
Horizon of H303 at about 45 cm below the surface was abrupt.  H301 and H302 were 
interpreted as a plow zone on which a more recent A horizon had developed, which 
explains the lack of uniform color and texture in these two Harris strata.   
 Only 9 artifacts were recovered from PI 2, all coming from the surface and the A 
horizon/plowzone of H301 and H302.  These included undateable nail fragments, a 
single-slot screw, a piece of decorated plastic (suggestive of a shower curtain), a nut, and 
unidentifiable metal fragments.  The plastic fragment suggests that some/all of this little 
assemblage was deposited in the 20
th
 century, after the plowing had ceased. 
 The evidence for a plowzone and the very sparse artifact assemblage was 
consistent with units investigated in 1984 to the north of the House that had signs of a 
plowing and no to few artifacts. 
 In sum, PI 1 and PI 2  substantiated the model that the areas to the north and east 
of the House had been plowed, and then abandoned long enough for A horizons to begin 
to develop on the plowzone.  Artifacts in these units may have been trash that had made 
its way into the manure cart during the period of active agricultural and pastoral use. And 
some of the artifacts suggested that dumping had occurred after the period of active 
agricultural use.  
 When was this land used for agricultural use and by whom?  The results from the 
2003 Field School throw previous answers into question.  Studies presented after the 
1983 and 1984 Field Schools, that assumed the present 5 acres of the Homesite was also 
the homesite of the Burghardts, modeled the plowing and manuring/trash disposal north 
of the House as associated with the Freeman, Burghardt, and Wooster families from the 
early19
th
 into the 20
th
 centuries.  Finding that the Burghardt related families were taxed 
on between .3 and 1 acre, and that the Hump displays boundary line trash deposits in 
2003 means that the Burghardt related families didn’t own the area north of the House, 
and may not have been carrying out agriculture on the property.  Further deed work has 
been conducted on the neighboring Hitchcock property, but not for all the abutters to the 
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area north of the House.  Future deed work should be devoted to answering the question 
of who worked the 4+ acres of the Homelot that were not owned by Burghardt related 
families and when were they in use.  It might be that some as yet unidentified Burghardt 
lease relationship can be inferred from such a study. 
 Finally, PI 1 and PI 2 served the pedagogical goals of teaching students how to 
excavate very well.  Their soils were characteristic of the natural soils of the Homesite.  
They had straightforward but subtle stratigraphy.  And they produced enough artifacts to 
familiarize students with their recovery and recording procedures. 
 
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH RESULTS 
  
Four research goals guided the 2003 field work. 
 1.  Survey and Test the Side Yard (PIs 7 and 12) 
The yard area directly to the west of the House had not been surveyed with 
geophysical instruments in 1983 and 1984.  A resistivity survey identified an anomaly 
which was tested with PI 7 and PI 12.  The only feature encountered that might possibly 
explain the anomaly was a natural deposit, a hard sand mottle.  More interestingly, the 
stratigraphy of these units indicated that the area had been cultivated and that some fills 
with late 19
th
 into the early 20
th
 century artifacts had been placed in this area.  The 
finding of cultivated land so close to the House along with our recent understanding that 
the Homelot was of a very small size when owned by the Burghardt related families, 
makes this small plot very interesting.  Was it a kitchen garden?  Was it a garden for 
growing medicinal plants?  Did the foodways and curing ways reflect African cultural 
practices that have been observed elsewhere in the U.S. (e.g., Franklin 2001; Wilkie 
2003) or something distinctive of northern African American life?  This area certainly 
deserves much more intensive study. 
 2.  Identify the Integrity of the House Area (PIs 4, 6, 10, 5, and 9) 
The House area had not been studied in 1983 and 1984.  We began investigating the 
House area by clearing the leaf litter from around the cellar hole, chimney fall, and 
footings, mapped key features such as footing stones and the cellar hole stones. 
Comparing the mapped features with the sketches and Vance’s blueprints gave a 
reasonably good fit, especially on the western, southern, and northern sides of the House.  
There was less of a good fit on the eastern side.   The good fit between the 1928 
documents and the present features supports that the ground surface around the House 
was not too badly disturbed by the dismantling and “pushing” of the House in 1954, a 
sign that the subsurface features should have good integrity.  The less good fit of the 
eastern wall suggests that our assumption that the cellar stones were also footings may 
have been a mistake; future work should look for footing stones on the east side of the 
cellar hole.   
Evidence from PIs 4, 6 and 10, placed to study the construction of the cellar, also 
suggests that the cellar stones were not footing stones.  Instead these units provided 
evidence of a complex history for the cellar, supporting that it was dug in at least 2 
stages, with the earliest cellar in the northeast corner which was expanded to the south 
and west in its second stage.  The presence of what might be either a filled-in earlier 
hatchway or an earlier cellar wall in the northeast, also suggests at least two stages.  And 
the fill for the builder’s trench for the southeasterly PI 4 contains artifacts, including a 
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possible minkisi bundle, that suggest that the present southeastern portion of the cellar 
intruded on an earlier use for the eastern area under the House. Stoneware jug fragments 
from under the cellar stones in PI 4 and tax records suggest that the Woosters may have 
been responsible for the more recent expansion of the cellar; no firm date can be given 
for the earlier cellar. But clearly this all needs further study. 
PI 10 contributed an understanding that the limestone block cellar had at least two 
construction techniques. The eastern cellar wall was constructed by the excavation of the 
cellar and an accompanying exterior builder’s trench.  The western wall was constructed 
by keying the limestone blocks directly into the surrounding earth.  PI 10 also contributed 
additional evidence about the integritous nature of the present landscape of the House 
area.  The very interesting artifact assemblage of personal artifacts is very consistent with 
the unit’s position under what Du Bois refers to as the Great Room.  Other features that 
Du Bois describes, such as the “flagged” kitchen, and artifacts related to the use of other 
rooms, may be found on the (apparently intact) present land surface of the House area.  
The impression of multiple stages in the House construction was further supported by 
results from PIs 5 and 9.  These were placed to assess if Du Bois managed to complete 
any of the renovations identified on Vance’s remodeling blueprints, most especially the 
plans for an eastern and western chimney to replace the earlier central chimney that can 
be seen in the 1928 photograph, taken before any potential renovations.  The eastern 
chimney can be seen in photographs from as early as the 1930s and its remains are on the 
ground surface, today.  PIs 5 and 9 investigation of the potential western chimney found a 
significant deposit of dressed and undressed limestone blocks.  But rather than being laid 
out in an areal manner to support a chimney, they were linear features, with the dressed 
blocks running north to south and overlying the undressed blocks running east to west.  
The artifacts recovered from these units are an interesting assemblage, including a 
number of buttons and items of personal use.  No clear understanding of these features 
and the associated artifacts emerged from these narrow trenches; larger areas need to be 
excavated adjacent to these features to determine the surfaces from which they were dug 
and to disclose their extent.  These linear features are not what we expected to find as 
footings for Vance’s planed western chimney, so they do support the photographic record 
that no such western chimney was completed.  What they do suggest is a more complex 
history for the western portion of the House, which in the photographic and documentary 
record appears to be a rather lightly constructed stable/garage.  And this suggestion is 
even more fully supported by the discovery of a buried pit with an enigmatic limestone-
cobble-brick assemblage, underlying both limestone features and of no apparent 
relationship to them.  Is all this evidence of an earlier configuration of the House or 
mostly debris associated with the dismantling of the House in 1954? Only additional 
excavation can help sort this out. 
3. Identify the Location of the Barn Footings PI 11 
The feature known as the Hump had, since James Parrish’s earliest MHC site report, 
figured in our assumption that the agricultural practices at the Homesite included a barn, 
and this was a part of its foundation.  However, repeated archaeological results from the 
1980s into the 2003 season had failed to support this interpretation.  It was with the 
chance correlation of an incompletely understood document in the Du Bois archives, the 
discovery of presumably long-lost tax records in the Great Barrington Town Office, and 
the archaeological discovery of yet another trash pit in the Hump that we realized that we 
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had fundamentally misunderstood the function of this feature and the size of the 
Homesite when it was owned by members of the Burghardt family.  We now realize that 
today’s Homesite of 5 acres was assembled for the real estate sale to Wilson and Gordon 
in 1967.  Before that, the Burghardt related families, since at least 1841 and including Du 
Bois between 1928 and 1954, owned a much smaller property, most likely as small as .3 
of an acre but possibly as large as 1 acre.  We still are not clear on the location of the 
property owned by Jackson Burghardt, and if pre-1841 holdings by James and Lucinda 
Freeman were larger than this .3-1 acre size.  The Hump is interpreted as a property line 
with associated trash pits rather than as the foundation for a barn.  It continues to deserve 
archaeological study, as it would be the source of material remains discarded by the 
families living at the Homesite.  And the reinterpretation of the use of this smaller 
Homesite creates an even greater urgency for future work on the properties of nearby 
Burghardt relatives, at least one of which is documented to have been as large as 11 
acres.   
 4. Study the Depth and Stratigraphy of the Midden PI 8 and PI 3 
The reinterpretation of the Hump as a property line rather than barn foundations also 
affected the interpretation of the large middens to the north of the House.  Two middens 
were identified in the 1980s, based on the differential density of artifacts on the surface, 
Midden A to the southwest and nearest the House, and Midden B to the north and furthest 
from the House.  These were initially understood to be the middens from the barn and the 
House, respectively (Paynter, et al. 1994).  But now, we understand them to both be the 
remains of the superstructure of the House and its contents, pushed to the back of the lot 
when Du Bois sold it to his neighbors in 1954.  These are relatively shallow (c. 25 cm 
below the surface) and very densely-packed middens.  A very rough estimate is that 
150,000 up to 700,000 sherds remain to be recovered from this area.  The artifacts are 
primarily late 19
th
 and early 20
th
 century in origin, suggesting they were the belongings of 
the Wooster family with their 4 young children who resided at the Homesite from the 
early 1900s until the mid-to-late 1910s.    There is no evidence of bottle-hunting or 
vandalism in these features.  As a result, these artifacts are a remarkably complete 
documentation of early 20
th
 century African American life in rural New England and 
deserve careful preservation and further study.  
        5. Evaluate the proposition that the portion of the Homesite to the north and west of 
the House was in agricultural and pastoral production PI 1 and PI 2 
 In 1984 we conducted a pedestrian survey of the Homesite to the north and west of 
the House area, finding only the commemorative boulder placed during the 1969 
dedication ceremony.  A resistivity survey that same year in the portion of the Homesite 
adjacent to Route 23 on the eastern end of the Homesite revealed no anomalies.  And the 
shovel test investigations of the area immediately to the north of the House area (and 
outside of the .3 acre zone around the House) disclosed evidence of plowing and a small 
amount of battered artifact sherds, in the plowzone, suggestive of being trash spread 
along with manure.  PI 1 and PI 2 were the most northerly subsurface tests made at the 
site.  Both revealed a plow zone.  PI 1 had numerous rusted metal sherds, some clearly 
pieces of wire fences and other that are consistent with a discarded bucket or piece of 
sheet metal.  Otherwise, PI 1, like PI 2, had very few fragments of nails, pieces of 
charcoal, and a window glass sherd, all very consistent with the assemblages recovered 
from units closer to the House, and suggestive of trash distributed in the manure cart or 
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possibly more recently by interlopers.  These results further substantiate our 
understanding that the most important archeological remains are concentrated in the 
southwest portion of the Homesite around the House area and in the areas of the midden.   
Future archaeological work should concentrate on these southwestern areas. 
 
PUBLIC INTERPRETATION RESULTS 
 
 The public interpretation portion of the 2003 field school was successful in 
putting a prominent public face on the archaeology the Du Bois Homesite and students 
did rehearse their understanding of the archaeology. However the level of visitation was 
not as high as expected.  The interpretive center at the Clinton A.M.E. Zion Church and 
the site itself were both open to visitation by the public for 16 of the 20 days the crew 
worked in Great Barrington.  An information sheet on the archaeological project was 
made available at the Great Barrington visitor information kiosk.  The interpretive 
material was also on display for longer hours during the days of the public lectures by Dr 
Warren Perry and Janet Woodruff, and Dr David Du Bois.  Despite having a fairly small 
number of visitors, the high attendance at the public lectures and the number of repeated 
visits by community members gave the archaeological component considerable visibility.  
 Only 14 people who visited the Interpretive Center were willing to sign the 
register.  Ten were from Great Barrington.  Others were from Massachusetts (1), New 
York (2), and Delaware (1). Most of the people who signed the log were single people, 
families, or married partners.  This tally indicates that the interest of the site was 
primarily local, but that some regional interest exists.   
The number of people who actually visited the interpretive center is much higher 
than people who signed the log.  The visitors to the public lectures were not tabulated and 
almost all stopped to examine the Public Interpretation boards and artifacts from the 
excavations, as well as to discuss the site with the field crew.  In addition, a number of 
community members became regulars, repeatedly visiting the interpretation center to 
learn of new developments (and they did not sign in every day).  
 Visitor comments to the tours given by the students and staff were 
overwhelmingly positive.  Many were appreciative that Du Bois was being properly 
commemorated within the community.  Others spoke of their fascination with our work 
and thanked us for being so open with it.  Written comments noted how interesting and 
informative the interpretive center was:  “Fascinating” and “Very interesting work!  
Thank You!” were oft repeated sentiments.   
Two public lectures were presented in the mid afternoons.  Warren Perry and 
Janet Woodruff gave talks on the African Burial Ground in New York as well as their 
work on enslaved Africans in Connecticut on Friday, August 1.  Dr. David Du Bois spoke 
on the Du Bois legacy and importance and relevance of Du Bois’s ideas today on 
Wednesday, August 6.   The pews were filled with students and community members for 
both lectures and people were sitting in additional seats in the aisle and standing in the 
back for Prof. Du Bois.   A rough estimate is that the Perry and Woodruff lecture drew 
50-60 people and that the Du Bois lecture drew 100-125 people. 
One local newspaper, the Berkshire Record, covered the field school while we 
were in operation, this despite contacting a number of media sources.  We may have been 
late in getting out the press announcements. 
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It is difficult to evaluate the impact of a public archaeology program.  If the 
number of recorded visitors is the sole measure, then the impact in Great Barrington was 
significantly less than in previous Field Schools at Historic Deerfield.  Great Barrington 
is a tourist destination in the summer and better efforts to work with the Chamber of 
Commerce might result in higher attendance. But, it may be that people come to Great 
Barrington for very different reasons than they visit Deerfield.  The visitor to Deerfield is 
expecting to find educational opportunities and so we had to do little more than put a sign 
on the street to attract attention.  However, the visitor to Great Barrington is more likely 
in search of food, drink, provisions, and commercial entertainment, but may not expect to 
encounter an educational opportunity.  More formal advertising and media contacts may 
be necessary to engage the numbers of people who are potentially interested in Du Bois 
and/or archaeology.  Another factors is geographical location—both the Interpretive 
center at the Church and the Du Bois site itself are not in prominent foot and car traffic 
locations in Great Barrington, whereas in Deerfield, signs indicating archaeological tours 
are located in high-traffic areas on the Street. 
There is always the matter of Great Barrington’s relationship with Du Bois.  Du 
Bois is not a prominent figure on the fixed Great Barrington landscape.  There is a 
growing presence.  There is plaque dedicating a portion of the newly refurbished 
Riverwalk to Du Bois and there are signs around town identifying some spots significant 
to Du Bois’s life, such as his birthplace. Bernard Drew has produced a broadsheet 
walking tour of Du Bois’s Great Barrington.  More recently the Upper Housatonic Valley 
African American Heritage Trail has created a brochure of W.E.B. Du Bois in Great 
Barrington.  Since the Field School, a mural commemorating Du Bois has been created 
on a prominent wall in the central parking lot.  But the casual summer resident of the 
Berkshires is probably more keyed into cultural venues, like Tanglewood, Jacob’s Pillow, 
or the Norman Rockwell Museum, than into learning about the connection between Du 
Bois and Great Barrington.   
There is also the matter of Du Bois in the American consciousness, and this raises 
the matter of race.  Du Bois is not a commonly recognized name for White Americans.  
Anecdotally, the people coming to Great Barrington in the summer are overwhelmingly 
White.  A more concerted effort to intersect with African American and foreign tourists 
(given Du Bois’s generally higher level of recognition and regard overseas) might also 
result in larger numbers of visitors.   
Numbers and immediate comments are only superficial indicators of what we 
hope was a long lasting impact on the public.  We certainly formed lasting bonds with 
members of the Great Barrington community and with the congregation of the Clinton 
AME Zion Church.  Hopefully, these people and other visitors will have an appreciation 
that archaeology is about much more than just the excitement of discovery.  Rather, they 
will realize that there is valuable history in what, for many of them, is their state and 
region.  Ideally, they will wonder about the history of our commercial and segregated 
society--that it had a beginning and therefore might have an end.  Finally, we believe that 
most visitors left with a regard for the students who attend the University of 
Massachusetts and the public programming of Historic Deerfield and the lectures.   
 
PEDAGOGICAL RESULTS 
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 Students were exposed to an interesting range of survey issues at the site.  They all 
gained some experience in site mapping and the use of a theodolite and a total station.  
They all also participated in the resistivity survey and got to see the analysis put to work 
in laying in a unit.  They encountered units that were nearly sterile and units that 
produced hundreds of artifacts in 20 cms.  They worked on units with architectural 
features, pit features, and nearly undisturbed soil profiles.  They also got to participate in 
an intensive discussion about the relationship of the artifacts and features to the 
documentary record, including previously known sources and many new sources brought 
to the site nearly daily by Bernard Drew.   
 We were able to get a sense of how well the students were progressing in learning 
archaeological methods and procedures, and learning about the history of African 
Americans in Western Massachusetts in a number of ways.  The most intensive was our 
one-on-one interactions excavating features and analyzing artifacts.  We were able to 
gain a subjective sense of whether a student was “getting it” or not, and help them to 
come to a better understanding of the whats and whys of their archaeological practices.  
Similar one-on-one opportunities presented themselves during artifact identification in 
the lab.  Students’ paperwork was monitored daily; their journals were read twice, in the 
middle of the field school and at the end. These were other opportunities to give us a 
chance to assess, criticize, and encourage the adoption of appropriate field practices.  A 
crucial group venue for learning about conducting archaeology and about the site was the 
daily pit tour where everyone would stop at each unit and learn from the students 
excavating the unit about its present status.  The tour presented numerous practical 
opportunities for the teaching staff to correct, probe, and frame the students’ 
understandings of specific field problems, and help them see their connection to larger 
issues.  Visits to the site and the interpretive center provided another important 
opportunity to assess students’ understandings, especially their ability to integrate 
specifics with the general research design.   
 We found this to be an exceptional group of students, among the best the Lynch, 
Norris, and Paynter, with their considerable experience with field schools, had ever 
worked with.  They worked hard at accurately describing what they encountered in the 
units and in the lab. They worked equally hard at understanding the relation between the 
details from the excavation units and the broader social and historical picture.  A number 
of them maintained a high level of interest in archaeology, helping co-author a paper for 
the Society for Historical Archaeology meetings in York, England, and taking on jobs 
with University of Massachusetts Archeological Services and other contracting outfits. 
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1
  “’Hoodoo’ is itself a Southern folk term for an oral tradition practiced largely without 
professionals, without a named pantheon, and without an articulated theology” (Leone et al. 2001: 143). 
2 
 Leone et al. (2001) review evidence from archaeological reports from African American sites in 
Virginia, North Carolina, and coastal South Carolina. As they summarize the evidence caches of “nails, 
pins, bits of glass, buttons, bones, beads, coins – mostly pierced- and potsherds” (Leone et. al. 2001: 147) 
were found “under chimney bases or hearths, under a room’s northeast corner, and around doorways…” 
(147).   It is worth noting that the Du Bois assemblage from the stratum includes not only these three 
evocative objects but also the nails, bits of glass, and potsherds mentioned by Leone et al..  They also 
surveyed the Federal Writers Project interviews with people who had been enslaved, Hyatt’s collection on 
religious practices, and scholarly studies on folklore and history (151) to understand the meaning of such 
caches.  Hoodoo practitioners manage spirits to protect themselves from disease and/or harm or to bring 
harm to others.  The former most often makes use of worn charms (that may be single or bundles of 
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objects).  The latter, referred to as “conjure” or “fixing,” are not infrequently collections of objects placed 
in spots and left there.  Leone and Fry argue that the predominant form found by archaeologists are the 
harmful “conjures,” an interpretation that makes good sense when investigating places where people were 
held captive (155,157).   
Our case looks a bit different from those surveyed from the South.  This same deposit has lighting 
glass, heating byproducts, bone fragments, bottle fragments, architectural fragments, 19 nail fragments, 4 
pieces of shell, 3 rocks, 12 ceramic fragments, in addition to the button, the stone, and the bear tooth.  
Missing are some of the key ingredients of malign conjures, “bottles, needles, hair, or a poker” (Leone et al. 
2001: 154) being among the more archeologically likely to be recovered items.  This is the home of an at 
least second generation free African American family (given the pearlware, and whiteware ceramics).  
They may not be seeking to do harm to a resident oppressor, but ward off danger or ease disease.  Buttons 
“bring luck” (148) because its disc shape is a metaphor for “the wholeness of life and thus to ward off 
disease.  The disc, or a four-hole button, was the cosmogram, representing the wholeness of life that is not 
to be interrupted” (156).   
3
  Piersen (1988) notes the widespread use of amulets and talismans in New England.  Titus Kent 
from Connecticut wore charms to ward off disease. He raises the possibility that Candy, of Salem, was a 
conjurer (81) who knew of the power of a charm – “’a handkerchief wherein several knots were tied, rags 
of cloth, a piece of cheese and a piece of grass’” (81).  He also describes a well-known conjurer from 
Narragansett, Tuggie Bannock, the daughter of the formidable Abigail of royal status (82) as well as other 
conjurers in New York City. And he recounts instances where captives poisoned the slave owners to escape 
their harsh rule (83).  From closer to Great Barrington, Jin Cole and her son, Cato, both participated in 
some portion of this religious-philosophical system in Deerfield, Massachusetts.  Jin had been kidnapped 
from Africa in the 1720s, was sold into the Ashely family of Deerfield in her teens and died in 1808.  She is 
described as “gathering….treasures to take back to her other land, all kinds of odds and ends, colored rags, 
bits of finery, worn out candlesticks, fragments of crockery or glassware, peculiar shaped stones, shells, 
buttons, beads, cones—anything she could string” and Cato “gathered trinkets to provide for his 
translation, his most valued possessions being brass or copper buttons” (Sheldon 1893: 55).  The Cole’s 
crockery, peculiar shaped stones, and buttons are all reminiscent of what we found at the Du Bois site and 
what Leone et al. document from archaeological collections throughout the South. 
 
